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MD170-1 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curreng
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wag

Department of Consumer and Business Services

Offee of Frersy taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
€25 Marion 5t MLy . .. .. . .
Salemn, OR 57110-0830 disposition activities. Although there may be differences in human health
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risk factors between the sites, the differences are not large enough to b¢ a
discriminating factor in the decisionmaking process. DOE will continue to
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Mr. Howard R. Canter

Acting Director

ffice of Fissile Materials Disposition
US Department of Inergy

PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Re:  Oregon Office of Energy’s Conunents on Suiplus Flulenium Disposition Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr, Canter,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Drafi
Environmental Impact Statement (E1S). The citizens of the State of Oregon are vitally
interested in this issue from both a regional and international perspeetive.

QOur most urgent concerns are:

Hanford has been deseribed as the most contaminated site in the Western Hemisphere, A
review of table 2-4 in the EIS also shows that in nearly all cases, siting any portion of the
surplus plutonium mission al Hanlord results in a measurably greater human health risk
than conducting the mission at another site. As a result, we recommend that cleanup
remain Ilanford’s enly mission and Hanford not be considered for any task related 10
surpluy plutenium disposition.

The use of Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel in the Hanford Fast Flux Test Facility reactor or in
any other Departnent of Energy or commercial teactor to produce tritium for auclear
weapons represents a weapons usc of surplus weapons plutonium and must not be
considered as an option. This appears to violate the spirit of our agreement with the
Russians to remove this plutonium from the weapons cycle.

The CIS does not consider the environmental iinpacts of burning MOX [uel in
commercial reacturs as part ol the MOX option. Until these impacts are analyzed, it is
impossible to make a rational choice between the hybrid alterative and the total
immobilization alternative.

The EIS assumes a geologic repository for immobilized plutonium will be available. The
validity of this assumption is highly suspect. The completion of work on Yucca
Mountain has been delayed time and time again and there is no reason to anticipate any

consider Hanford for surplus plutonium dispaosition or other programs thal
are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD170-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to using MOX fuel in DOE]
or commercial reactors to produce tritium for nuclear weapons. As discussH
in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the proposals
restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as a fuel sourg
In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF would not plg
arole in producing tritium. Furthermore, MOX fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors would not be used to produce tritium.

MD170-3 MOX Approach

The SPD Draft EIS used a generic reactor analysis because the specific reac
had not yet been identified. DOE conducted a procurement process

acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services. As a result of thig
procurement process, DOE identified the reactors proposed to irradiate MO
fuel as part of the proposed action in this EIS. Section 4.28 discusses t
potential environmental impacts of operating the reactors, should the decisiq
be made to proceed with the hybrid approach (i.e., immobilization and MO
fuel fabrication).

MD170-4 Repositories

This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountali
Nevada would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and
MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress, through the NWPA, a|
amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being
characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fue
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or 395 canisters using the glass process. For the hybrid approach, the

Sincerely, totals are reduced to 101 canisters (ceramic) and 145 canisters (glas
/7’ ZM/M/ g respectively. Accordingly, potential impacts associated with storage of thes
M 4
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DOE has prepared a separate BM&ft Environmental Impact Statement |y
for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and §
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevad¢s
mprovement in this lierfom;ﬂ‘;ﬂ- e r;?f}f;‘;‘ﬂ’;d‘ﬂﬂ'ﬂ“ﬂlytsit;be d‘:;z o d?:e"“i"e the | 4 (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts fron|
errects of long term storage o < EMMobiLL utonnumn al C CAL al - . . . . .
& & P ree st construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventugty
‘The EIS apalyses ol the radiological consequences of accidents, construction and normal closure of a pOtential geO|0giC I’epOSitOl’y. Hieal Waste Management %
operations of the facilities proposed for Hanford under the various options were limited to Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment] S
aradius of 50 miles centered on Ilanford. The presence of the Columbia River on the 5 _ . . ! (:’1
Hanford Site and the Rivet’s proximity to the major population centers of Oregon makes Storage, and DlSpOS&' of Radioactive and Hazardous Vmﬂ? PE|S) <
Hanford's situation unique. We recommend the analysis of radiclogical consequences be (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) includes an analysis of the impacts of thg ":l‘l
extended down the Columbia River at least 10 the John Day Dam. long-term storage of 21,600 canisters of vitrified HLW. As described in S
Atached are farther speeific comments on the EIS. $hould you have any questions, Section 2.4.2, if all surplus plutonium were immobilized, the surplus dispositior] =
please contact Douglas Huston of my staff at (503)378-4456. program would produce an additional 272 canisters using the ceramic proce ;'é“
D
X s . =
Lod Blazek canisters are not significant when compared with the much larger bases fog
Administrator, Nuclear Safety Division ana|yses noted above. .
Oregan Office of Energy %
: D
oo Ms. Donna Powaukee - Nez Perce I'tibe MD170-5 Human Health Risk Q
Mr J.R. Wilkerson- CTUIR . . . . 1n
Mr. Michael Wilson - Washiagton Ecology Both DOE and NRC evaluate radiological impacts to the population out to 3 &
Mr. Douglas Sherwood - EPA distance of 50 miles (80 kilometers) from a site. This distance was flrstspecmej%
Mz. Russell Jim - Yakama Nation in Paragraph D, Section Il of Appendix | to 10 CFR 50. Ithad been determinef
that essentially all of the dose to the population would be received withir] =
this 50-mi (80-km) radius. Further, predictions of atmospheric dispersior
beyond this distance are not accurate because of changes in wind directipn
and speed that take place over time and distance from the points ¢f

radiological releases.

There are not expected to be any liquid radioactive discharges as a result|of
normal surplus plutonium disposition activities at Hanford. If there were,
due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as well as FMEF’s distance
from the Columbia River, there should be no discernible contamination of
aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting from surplus plutonium

disposition activities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of air deposition
into the Columbia River or from any potential wastewater releases. Thereforg,
it is estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would H
attributable to liquid pathways.

D




Lvv—¢€

ORrecoN OFFICE oF ENERGY
Mary Lou BLazek
Pace 3oF 14
MD170-6 Parallex EA
In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplys
Orcgon Office of Encrgy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft pluu)nlum a.S MOX fuelin CANDU reactors, which would have Only been
Environmental Impact Statement. undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated amopg
Page 1ol S Russia, Canada, and the United States. Since the Draft was issued, DQE
Section 1.1, Background, reserves the CANDU option for burning of Mixed Oxide determined that adequate reactor capacity is available in the United Stateqto
(MOX) fuel. The Oregon Office of Energy opposes this based on recently revealed 6 disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium that is suitable fo
technical and financial problems associated with the CANDU reactors and inercased : . . . .
proliferation risks. MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the CANDU option, DOE is ho
‘ longer actively pursuing it. However, DOE, in cooperation with Canada ang
131;3:;:;“ 1.5 states that the Department Of Energy (DOE) is deferring the examinarion of Russia, proposes to participate in a test and demonstration program usipg
pacts and costs of final shutdown, cleanup and demolition of these facilities to . . .
some later Environmental lmpact Statement. 1t is essential that these factors be 7 U.S. and Russian MOX fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A separatp
wnsiderbeld in 'fliS_Emf’itr;*mwal Impacr Statement in order to make aa informed, environmental review, tHenvironmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
1) . .
Trasgnablc anatysis of fie various options Fuel Manufacture and ShipmgROE/EA-1216, January 1999), analyzes
Section 1.7 asserts that wasle will be disposed in accordance with decisicns reached in the fabrication and proposed shipment of MOX fuel rods for research anfl
various Records of Decision issued for the Waste Management Programumatic development activities involving the use of limited amounts of U.S. MOX
Environmental Impact Statement. This document was widely criticized lor ils 8 . . .
inadequacy and we recommend that in making decisions concerning the fate of surplus fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A FONSI was signed on August 13, 1999.
plutonium disposition waste DOE take these ctiticisms into account, Both of these documents can be viewed on the MD Web site at
In Section 2.3.1, Development of Facility Siting Alternatives, the criteria used to reduce http://WWW.doe-md.00m. If a decision is made to dlspose of Russian SUfp'US
possible facility and site combinations do not contain waste capacity/handling eriteria. o plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors in order to augment Russian’g
‘Would the site be able to handle and accommedate the amount and types of waste ; it i ; ;
expected 1o be genenated by these processes? We recommend that these criteria be added d!sposmon Capablllty' S_hlpments of the Russian MOX fuel would take pIaCE
and the various candidatc sites cvaluated against them. directly between Russia and Canada. (03
o . 3
Tn several places, the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Enivironmental Impact Statement
(EIS) contains statements about designing facilities to withstand natural phenomena such MD170-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process g
as earthquakes and torpadoes. Specifically whal design erileria will be used, the Nuclear H H H H : : S
Regulatery Commission’s (NRC), DOFE’s, state, or commercial standards? The QOregon | 10 D&D is discussed in Secp_o_n 4.31. DOE will evaluate OptIOH-S for D&D Or -
Office of Encrgy recommends that the criferia to be used be specifically stated in the EIS reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium dispositig rg
At a_n}inimum, these standards should be‘set 10 the most conservative of the standards prog ram. At that time’ DOE will perform engineering eva'uationsi 8
specified by the DOE, NRC, or commercial standards. . . .
environmental studies, and further NEPA review to assess the consequend %
The TIS also does not discuss what general building and fire codes will be used in the of different courses of action. Because cost issues are beyond the scopg gf
censtruction of the various proposed facilities. These issues need to be discussed in the 1 ; ; i
ElS. The EIS should speeify compliance with 1he appropriate state and national codes. this SED E.IS’ th_lrsh(;(:)mrnAent |h a_s b.eeg fOI’WE?tI’didStE[) thSe (|3OStt an?lySISS tEZIim 035
consideration. ost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus| Q.
For Hanford, the current Tank ?W‘ame Remediation Sys1;m (TWRS).PnVatlFation _ Weapons-UsabIe Plutonium DiSpOSit((DOE/I\/I D-0009, July 1998) report Py)
Contract docs not include provisions for surplus plutonium disposition canister filling as 12 . . .. . 9’
described in Section 2.4.2.2.2, Immobilization Process. The impacts of this slralegy on and thePlutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Commen 3
the T'WRS Privatization contract should be evaluated and discussed. Resolution Docume(@®OE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent a
MD170 life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are availal] Ig
on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading |
o
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dins

rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

MD170-8 Waste Management

The statement that waste would be disposed of in accordance with decisio
reached in the various WM PEIS RODs was included in this SPD EIS tq
assure the reader that waste management activities would be handled i
manner consistent with the larger decisions being made in the WM PEIS
Comments on the WM PEIS are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.

@ wniuoinj4 snj
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MD170-9 Waste Management

Impacts to waste management from the various alternatives for surplu
plutonium disposition are described in the Waste Management sections i
Chapter 4 of Volume | and Appendix H. None of the proposed alternatives
would be expected to generate wastes that exceed current site capabiliti
with the exception of LLW and TRU waste at Pantex as described in thd
Pantex waste management sections (e.g., see Section 4.17.2.2). Decision
the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmenta
analyses (including analyses of waste management impacts), technical a
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, ang
public input.
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MD170-10 Facility Accidents

As described in Appendix K.1.3.2, the proposed facilities for surplus plutonium
disposition would be expected to meet or exceed the requirements of DOE
Order 420.1Facility Safety{October 1995), aridatural Phenomena Hazards
Design and Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities
(DOE-STD-1020-94, April 1994), and for new construction, NRC requirements,
as appropriate. For example, the MOX facility would meet the
NRC requirements.

MD170-11 Infrastructure

As stated in Section 5.1, it is DOE’s policy to conduct its construction and
operation activities in an environmentally safe manner in compliance with al|
applicable Federal, State, and local statutes, regulations, and standards.
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MD170-12 Immobilization

As discussed in Section 2.4.2.2.2, DOE anticipates that the use of the HL\
vitrification plant at Hanford to fulfill plutonium disposition requirements
would likely result in minor impacts to the operations of the TWRS contractor.
Additional provisions would primarily be in the form of increased worker
shielding requirements, and any necessary changes to the planned TW
facility design would be made prior to construction. Programmatically,
although several hundred additional canisters would need to be produced
support the surplus plutonium disposition program, this would represent
relatively small increase to the more than 10,000 canisters already anticipat
to be produced over the course of the Hanford HLW mission. Further, n
additional vitrified HLW would be needed to accomplish immobilization
activities at Hanford.
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Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Drafi
Environmental Impact Statement.
Page 2 of 5

There is no indication in this EIS that DOE will develop a comprehensive transportation
plan in consultation with the appropriate corridor states and local tribes. We recommend
that a comprehensive transportation plan be developed and that a statement to this efTect
be included in the EIS.

13

The EIS does not adequately discuss the technical properties of the immobilized
plutonium. For example: What is the amount of phitonium in each unit of immobilized
plutonium and how docs this relate to a possible critical mass? Ilow much shutdown 14
margin does the inmobilized waste form provide? We recemmmend that a discussion ol
the physical and nuclear properties of the immaobhilized pluronium be included in the FIS.

Section 2.4.3.1, MOX Facility Description, contains specific design details not included
in the Statement of Work for the Request for Pronosals for MOX Fuel Fabrication and 15
Reactor Irradiation Services. These documents need to be reconciled.

‘The area required for various missions at Hanford seems to vary widely. For example:
For immobilization, alternative 4b requires 6,698 square meters, and alternative 4a
requires 13,694 square meters for the identical mission. These figures need to be
clarified. 16

Further, alternative 6a states that 14,000 square meters is 150, 700 square [eel, and
alternative €ib states that 14,000 square meters is 146,400 square feet. Actually 146,400
square feet is about 13,000 square meters. These figures need to be corrected.

Section 2.17.1, Process Description, states that about 100 kilograms of plutonium would
be converted to MOX fucl from 321 kilograms of plutonium total. This varies
significantly from the statement in the E1S Summary page 5-19 that states that 100kg ol | 17
plutonium would be converled to MOX frem 600 kilograms of plutonium total during
lead assembly fabrication. This discrepancy must be addressed.

The table on page 3-1 titled “Selected Characleristics of the Candidate Sites for Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Facilitics,” docs not contain units for the various numbers 18
presented. These should be included.

The footnotes to Table 3-1 state that no sources of lead emission have been identified at
Hanford. However, lead contaminated soil has been identified in the 300 Area burial 19
ground. The source of this lead should be identified and a determination should be madc
if this soil or the sourec of its contamination constitute a lead emission source,

MD170

MD170-13

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercig
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which route
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans g
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the WM PEIS an
WIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental E[BDE/EIS-0026-S-2,
September 1997). The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subjé
of detailed planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division. The
dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for spec
nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of shipmen
that would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS
Additional details are provided Fissile Materials Disposition Program
SST/SGT Transportation Estimat@AND98-8244, June 1998), which is
available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

Transportation

oinjd snjdins

MD170-14 Immobilization

Section 2.4.2.2.2 discusses the immobilization process and states that betwe
26 kg (58 Ib) and 28 kg (61 Ib) of plutonium would be present in the canister
that would be sent to a potential geologic repository. These estimates a
based upon each canister containing 28 individual cans of plutonium-ceram
(with each can containing a plutonium loading of 10 percent by weight), of
20 cans of plutonium—glass (with each can containing a plutonium loading
of 8 percent by weight). Numerous R&D studies of the immaobilized plutonium
forms have been conducted by DOE and the national laboratories, in part

ensure all environmental, health and safety requirements are met including
criticality repository performance concerns. Several technical studies
continue. In order to avoid the possibility of a criticality, neutron absorbers
are incorporated into the fabrication of the plutonium—ceramic or plutonium-—
glass. Evaluations of the immobilized forms under a range of potential
repository conditions, including if the material were in a degraded state anfl
exposed to water, have been conducted. All have indicated that the occurrerjce
of a criticality would be extremely unlikely given the amounts of plutonium
relative to the amounts of neutron—absorbing materials that would be present.
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“Shutdown margin” is a term generally used in association with controlling

the reaction in a nuclear reactor and it is not applicable to the immobilizatiop

process; as such this parameter has not been analyzed relative to the

immobilized form.

For enhanced readability of this SPD EIS, supporting documentation an
detailed analyses of the chemical, physical, and nuclear properties of tf
immobilized forms were published separately. Information on specific technicg
aspects of the immobilized forms can be found in the following documentg
(1) the immobilization data reports published in conjunction with this SPD EIS
(2) Report on Evaluation of Plutonium Waste Forms for Repository Disposa)
(DI: A-00000000-01717-5705-00009, Rev. 00A, March 1996R€Rort on
Intact and Degraded Ciriticality for Selected Plutonium Waste Forms in &
Geologic Repository, Volume II: Immobilized in Ceramic
(DI:BBA000000-01717-5705-00020, Rev. 01, October 1998)r{#obilization
Technology Down-Selection Radiation Barrier Approg¢GRL-ID-127320,
May 1997); and (5)Fissile Material Disposition Program Final
Immobilization Form Assessment and Recommendat©RL-ID-128705,

O

e

October 1997). These documents are available to the public at DOE sites and

regional reading rooms; the latter two are also available on the MD Web site

at http:/iww.doe-md.com.

MD170-15 MOXRFP

Section 2.4.3 contains information from supporting technical reports thal
show how the MOX facility would be constructed and operated at each
candidate site. Those supporting reports, the SPD Draft EIS, and oth
relevant documents were made available to the prospective bidders duri
the MOX procurement process. There was no need to duplicate all tl
information in both the SPD EIS and the MOX RFP. This EIS has bee
revised to include information received and analyzed during the MOX|
procurement. Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental impacts
operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.

MD170-16 Alternatives

The amount of space for the immobilization facility in FMEF differs depending
on how it is configured—alone (Alternative 4A) or collocated with either the

14
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pit conversion or MOX facility (Alternative 2 or 4B, respectively). Sections 2.6,

2.8,2.12,and 2.15.1 were revised to discuss the revision in the size projectio
for the immobilization facility; the facility is larger than as characterized in the
SPD Draft EIS, and when collocated in FMEF with either of the other two
proposed facilities, requires an additional annex. Total space requiremen
still differ somewhat due to the amount and location of space available i
FMEF and how the functions can be accommodated within the available spad

The editorial error in the conversion between square meters and square fq
was corrected.

MD170-17 MOX Approach

DOE cannot find this discrepancy in the SPD Draft EIS. Both Section 2.17.]
and page S-19 of tHaraft Summarymake the same statement that about
100 kg (220 Ib) of plutonium would be made into MOX fuel each year, using
atotal quantity of 321 kg (708 Ib) of plutonium.

MD170-18 Candidate Sites

The subject table, Selected Characteristics of the Candidate Sites for Surpl
Plutonium Disposition Facilities, contains units for the numbers presented
As shown in the column titles, areas are in square kilometefs fapulations

are in number of people, MEI doses are in millirems (mrem), and populatiof
doses are in person-rem.

MD170-19 Candidate Sites

Table 3—1 addresses general regions of influence for the affected environmg
and does not have footnotes. Table 3—3, Comparison of Ambient Ai
Concentrations From Hanford Sources, describes process emissions &
does not include possible existing lead contamination of soils. The conditio
of a burial ground in the 300 Area is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. Thi
comment has been forwarded to the Richland Operations Office.
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MD170-20 Facility Accidents
The analysis that postulates a partial failure of the Grand Coulee Dam al$o
Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonim Dispositian Tiraft assumes the failure of all subsequent downstream dams as a rc_asult of {he
Environmental Impact Statement. influx of water caused by the postulated Grand Coulee failure. This bounds
Page 3 of 5 the hazard from a postulated failure of the Priest Rapids Dam alone. Details pf
Although a partial faiture of the Grand Coulee datn is discussed in Section 3.2, there is ne the analysis can be found in the documents referenced in Section 3.2.7.
discussion of any type of failure of the Priest Rapids Dam which is immediately upstream 20
of Hanford. We recommend that a discussion of this failure, ur whether iis consequences . . .
are bounded hy the Grand Conlee failure, he ineluded in this document. MD170-21 Air Quality and Noise
Section 3.2.12.1, General Sile Description, Page 3-8, second paragraph, discusses peak Section 3.2.1.2.1 was clarified to state that both the peak and offpeak equivalgnt
and off-peak noisc levels along the major automobile traffic routes near the Ilanford site. | 5q sound levels (1 hr) from State Route 24 were 62 dBA, and both the peak apd
The peak noise level is described as 62 dBA, and the off-peak at 70dBA - this would ;
appear to be backwards, offpeak equivalent sound levels (1 hr) from State Route 240 were 70 dBA.
The Regional Economic Area (REAT) dgﬁned in Section 3,2._3: Socioeconomic; is.too MD170-22 Socioeconomics
small. The presence of the Columbia River on the Hanford Site and the potential impacts
of Hanford operations on the one million Oregonians who live downstream along this 22 Hanford is located in the Richland/Kennewick/Pasco, Washington economif
River make Hanford a unique case. The REA should be expanded to include those areas . . ) . .
in Oregon along the Columbia River. area, which was delineated by the DOC'’s Bureau of Economic Analysis. Ap
i economic area is defined by one or more economic nodes (metropolitan argas
Section 3.2.7, Watcr Resources, does not discuss 1Tanford’s vadose zone contamination | 23 . | h f . .. d h d
problems. A discussion of these should be ircluded in this section, or similar areas that are centers of economic activity) and the surroundirig
Firue 3.8 <h West Pond® S 3L “ counties that are economically related to the nodes. Commuting patterps
ol be comistent | en Seetion refers toa “West Lake” These names | 54 play a major factor in defining the economic areas.
Scetion 3.2.9, Cultural and I‘aieon»tolog'!cal Resources, refers to the “Cultural Resources MD170-23 Water Resources Q
Management Plan,” (Batelle 1989), This document was found unacceptable by the 25 3
 okcama Mation anl s eurently belug re waiten. Any deCiSif':S made based on this The vadose zone contamination largely occurs beneath the HLW tanks |5
u -visited once the new document is complete, . . - . i
P the 200 Area. The construction and operation of the HLW Vitrification Facility | S
;:;tlmtx; :{ﬂl-ll;tattis that th:_ Cu:ltﬁ‘ a:d naleia‘;-cr‘n;og_ic;l aspects oifsnﬁmwd ot | e are described in thEank Waste Remediation System, Hanford Site, Richlandf o
ol | U undacr the nog-action TNArG wWor € Indepenaent © S Propose: . . .
action. This is logically inconsistent. This statement needs to be clarified. Washlngton, Final Environmental ImpaCt Statemm E/EIS'0189’ §
. ) August 1996). Although the proposed immobilization approach would us¢ 3
Section 4.2.13.1 does not discuss the nced for more and more extensive maintenance on P - . s . @
facilities at 11anford as they age under the no-action altlemnative. We recommend that this | 27 the vitrification plant in the 200 Area! Itis not eXpeCted to contribute to anyj E
aspect of the no-action allernative be evaluated and formally discussed in the EIS. vadose zone contamination. g
Section 4.3, Alternative 2, does not discuss the impact on Hanford’s high level wasts of a
using the High Level Waste Vitrification (HL.WVF) Plant for part of the immobilization MD170-24 Water Resources o
process. It would reasonably be expected to impact the processing schedule, which ; ; w " )
would leave wastes in the tanks longer and constitute an increased risk. We recommend 28 Flgure 3-8 was revised to read “West Lake. Q]
that this aspecl of Alternative 2 and all other alternatives that involve use of the HLWVF . g
Plant be evahated and discusscd. MD170-25 Cultural and Palentological 3
MD170 DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding cultural resource
management. The concerns of the Yakama Indian Nation over the effects
<
1)
Q
Q
3
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any surplus plutonium disposition activities at Hanford would be taken intg
account during government-to-government consultation conducted by DOF
with the tribe in accordance with Federal laws, treaties, and agreement|
Cultural resources management activities related to the surplus plutoniu
disposition program conducted at the site would be performed in accordang
with the most current Hanford Cultural Resources Management Pan.
Yakama Indian Nation was contacted by letter in October 1998 as shown i
Appendix O. To date, a response has not been received.

MD170-26 Cultural and Palentological

Section 4.2.11 was revised to clarify that any impacts to cultural and
paleontological resources from the continued storage mission under the N
Action Alternative would be addressed through ongoing regulatory
compliance procedures and consultations as described $tatzgge and
Disposition PEIS

MD170-27 Infrastructure

The planned completion date for the Hanford site cleanup is 2046 as describ
in Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closufi@OE/EM-0362, June 1998).
Therefore, maintenance of the site infrastructure would be provided to suppo)
Hanford’s cleanup mission during this period, regardless of decisions relate
to surplus plutonium disposition. Impacts associated with providing
continued surveillance and maintenance are beyond the scope of th
SPD EIS. Surplus plutonium disposition activities, including D&D, are
expected to be completed by 2019, which is well before the site is expected
be cleaned up in 2046.

MD170-28 Immobilization

The use of the HLW facility for canister filling would not be expected to
seriously impact the schedule for processing Hanford tank wastes becau
the canisters with surplus plutonium would feed directly into the line and
would make up a small percentage of the total number of HLW canisters thd
need to be vitrified.

i

dins

olnjd snj

R

wy feuswiuonARg feuld uonisodsicp

ed

Yuawis1Ers 10

o

1




qGy—€

OReGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MaRy Lou BLazek
Pace 110F 14
MD170-29 Waste Management
The titles for Tables 4-46 and 4—47 already contain the name of the site fpr
o which the impact data are presented. Table 4—46 provides the potential wagte
Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft ti ts of tructi t Pantex: Tabl 7 th d
Environmental Tmpact Statement. management impacts of construction at Pantex; Table 4-47, the corresponding
Page 4 of 5 impacts at Hanford.
Tables 4-55 and 4-56 should be labeled to indicate which table presents Hanford data and : :
which table is for Pantex. 29 MD170-30 Socioeconomics
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for clarification. The data fqr
The Hanford and Pantex statistics in Table 4-57 should be separated in the table for easier 30 9 . q i Nl
reference even though clarification is available in the paragraph following the table. Hanford and Pantex in Table 4-48 are already separated. The “Pit Conversign
column contains the Pantex data; the “Immobilization” and “MOX" columns,
Noisg impacts on wildlife are not consistently discussed from altemative o altemative. | 31 the Hanford data. The title of Table 4-48 indicates that the data are for gt
We recommend that discussions of these impacts he included in afi alternatives. . t Pant di bilizati d MOX at Hanford
conversion at Pantex ana immaoboiliization an at nanrord.
The E18 assumes that the Waste 1solation Pilot Plant (WIPP) will be open on schedule.
Recenl events suggest that this might oot be the case. We recommend that the impact of 32 MD170-31 ECO'OgiC&' Resources
a |-ycar delay in the opening of WIPP be cvaluated and its impact on all the alternatives ] ) ) }
discussed. The Ecological Resources portions of Section 4.26 were revised to make the
The facility accidents sections of each alternative do not contain any discussion of dlSCgSSIOﬂS Of,p0tent|_al ﬂO.ISE Impacts on wildlife mqre conS|stenF. The Al
possible synergistic effects of accidents in buildings where more than one processing Qua“ty and Noise sections in Chapter 4 of Volume | discuss the noise Impadgs
I‘uncﬁt;n isﬂiln progress. For exir]nple, Alternative 6b1: Pit Conv;rsim and MOX co- 33 for each of the candidate sites, which would bound the impacts for each ¢f
ocated in the Fuels and Materials Examination Facility at Hanford. We recommend that ; ; ; ;
this discussion be included in this section for all alternatives that involve co-located thed altemagves a,t eaCf:hpE.il"[IC.lt.”al’l f]lt?).'t I;IO Feclj(jeLaI Iy flflstc;:ddtgreatened )tL
{acilities. enaangereda species or their critical habitats wou € arected because, W|
Soction 432 4 e e GroundstatenYadose Zone Coltibia River the exception of SRS, none have been sighted on or near the proposed .;@
ection 4.32 does not include the Groundwater/Vadose Zone/Columbia River integration . : . S
project at Hanford as a reasonably foreseeable action. We recommend that this be 34 locations. At SRS, the Amerl(_:an alllgator has been OpSEFYEd nears
included and evaluated. F-Area, but its occurrence there is seen as uncommon. Noise impacts )g
) ) ) ecological resources would be of short duration and would likely be minor fof =~
Section J.1.1.3, Other Calculational Assamptions, states that ground surfaces were hal . .)
assumed to have no previous deposition of radionuclides. This statement needs 1o be 35 each alternative. g
clarified for Hanford since there is a large amount of currently contaminated ground S
surface on the Hunford Site. MD170-32 Waste Management %
. i S
Table K-1 should include units for the values listed. | 36 This SPD EIS did not assume that WIPP would open on schedule. Howevgi&
) , L , WIPP began receiving shipments of TRU waste for permanent disposal gri
Seetion K.14.2, Modcling of Dispersion of Relcascs to the Environment, makes the M h 26. 1999. As d ibedin A dix F.8.1 d the Waste M
staternent that ingestion pathways have been studied and found not to contribute as ar<_: N - As described In ppen XF.o.l, alj’l evvasie anagemer%
significantly to dosage as inhalation. This is nat necessarily true if you consider the 37 sections in Chapter 4 of Volume |, it is conservatively assumed that TRU o
Nauive American Subsistence Secnario. We recommend that his assamplion be re- waste would be stored at the candidate sites until 2016 at which time it woulg
cvaluated. . . .
be shipped to WIPP in accordance with DOE’s plans. 2
i
Q
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MD170-33 Facility Accidents

Synergistic effects become significant when accidents at multiple facilities
can affect the same receptor (person or location). For the proposed surpl
plutonium disposition facilities, synergistic effects were taken into account
for seismic events (i.e., design basis or beyond-design-basis earthquake
The synergy here is due to the common cause initiator (i.e., seismic grour]
motion). This is accounted for by summing population doses and LCFs fo
these scenarios for facilities located at the same site. This analysis is presen
in the Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Doses for the
MEI were not summed because an individual would only receive a summe
dose if he or she were located along the line connecting the release poin
from two facilities and if the wind were blowing along the same line at the time
of the accident. A brief discussion of synergistic effects was added tq
Appendix K.1.3.2.

MD170-34 Cumulative Impacts

Section 4.32 was revised to include additional and updated reasonab
foreseeable actions at each of the candidate sites, including Hanford. T
Groundwater/Vadose Zone/Columbia River integration project is not expecte
to impact the cumulative impacts studied in this SPD EIS.

MD170-35 Human Health Risk

The calculations were performed to assess the doses from operating t
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The presence on the groun
of previously deposited radionuclides does not affect the doses specificall
associated with operating these facilities. Doses from existing groung
contamination are included in the current Hanford site doses reported i
Section 3.2.4. The total doses from existing contamination and from operatin
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities are reflected in thg
cumulative doses given in Section 4.32. There would be no releases ¢f
radioactivity during the construction of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities, and therefore no associated radiological impacts (e.g., s¢e
Section 4.3.1.4).
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MD170-36 Facility Accidents

DOE appreciates the feedback on the SPD Draft EIS. Table K-1 was revis¢d
to include units for the values.

MD170-37 Facility Accidents

The Native American subsistence scenario represented exposures to a Nafve
American who engaged in both traditional lifestyle activities (e.g., hunting,
fishing, and using a sweat lodge) and contemporary lifestyle activities
(e.g., irrigated farming). Exposure pathways included those defined for th
residential farmer scenario plus additional pathways unique to the Nativ
American subsistence lifestyle (such as sweat lodge use). The exposufes
were assumed to be continuous for 365 days per year over a 70-year lifetine.
The scenario used native food ingestion rates. This scenario was develoged
for the Tank Waste Remediation System Final Environmental Impac
StatemenfDOE/EIS-0189, August 1998) was found that by incorporating
subsistence lifestyle activities and native food ingestion rates, this scenarjo
resulted in exposures that would be approximately 5 times higher than the
exposures for the residential farmer scenario. It must be realized, howevegr,
that this scenario was developed within the context of post-remediation rigk
(the risk resulting from residual contamination remaining on the site afte
remediation is completed) as opposed to the risk from accidents. The analy
of accidents in the above-referenced EIS was performed in a similar manner
that of this SPD EIS, restricting the dose pathway to inhalation and settin
(dry) deposition velocities to zero. Also, fank Waste Remediation System
Final EIS(DOE/EIS-0189, August 1996) was concerned with the radioactive
contaminants in the waste tanks at Hanford, which contain primarily fissior
products. Many of these fission products are far more mobile through so
and water pathways than plutonium, the primary radiological hazard in thi
SPD EIS. Consequently, the current facility accident methodology i
considered to be adequate in light of the Native American subsistence sceng
and consistent with the assessment of consequences TartkaNaste
Remediation System Final E[3OE/EIS-0189, August 1996)
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Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft
Environmental lmpact Statement,
Page 5 of §

Section K.14.2, Modeling of Dispersion of Releages 1o the Environment, states criticality
doses are based on 1 x 10" fissions. Most prior criticality aceidents have been scli-
limiting for a variety of reasons, including boiling of water in solutions. It is not clear
that the potential accidents for these facilities would he conservalively bounded by these
assumpticns. Thercfore, we rccommend that the basis for the number of fissions assumed
in the criticality accidents be discussed.

The ground surface accelerations used in Scetion X.15.1, Beyond Design Basis
LCartheuake, are outdated. We recommend the most recent ground surface accelerations
be used.

The adjustment of the damage ratio for pluteninm in the vault from 0.5 1o 0 on a beyond
design basis earthquake (page K-15) is not realistic. Some of the plulonium containers
will be damaged. We recommend that, to he conservative, the damage ratic be re-sct to
0.5.

The following typographical or grammatical errors were discovered:

Summary, page 3-22, “sunmarize” should be “summarizes.”

Section 2.1.3, page 2-8, second paragraph, first scntence — the words “a potential” appear
1o be extraneous.

Section 3.2.8.2.2, page 3-36, third paragraph, last senlence — the verb should be “are”™
rather than “is.”

Section 3.2.9.3.1, page 3-39, first paragraph, second sentence — “Yakima” should be
“Yakama.”

38

39

40

41

MD170-38
Appendix K.1.4.2 does not address the criticality source term, so it is assumg

Facility Accidents

that the commentor is referring to Appendix K.1.5.1, where it is stated that th¢

source term for the analyzed criticality is based on a fission yield from
1.0x10"*fissions in an oxide powder. This value is conservative compared
with the guidance irAirborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilitief@OE-HDBK-3010-94,
October 1994), which specifies a reference yield level aflDi®fissions for

fully moderated and reflected solids, andk1@’ for dry powder and metal
(Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3, respectively).

MD170-39

Appendix K.1.5.1 was revised to delete the out-of-date ground acceleratio
data referred to by the commentor.

Facility Accidents

MD170-40

The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed tq
Category 1 seismic criteria, meaning that a building collapse would b
extremely unlikely. The assumption of vault survivability of the
beyond-design-basis earthquake is based on the fact that the vaults wol
be designed with significantly more robustness than the balance of th
proposed facilities. These requirements for the additional robustness deri\
from a desire for increased protection of the vault contents against physic
catastrophes such as aircraft crash and against the threat of nucle
proliferation. Design features to address these concerns would increag
vault survivability of a beyond-design-basis earthquake. Specifically, thg
vault would be expected to survive seismic events of sufficient magnitude t
collapse the processing areas of the proposed facilities. The assumptio
incorporated into this SPD EIS analyses are considered to be appropriate f]
assessment of environmental impacts and comparison of
alternatives considered.

Facility Accidents

MD170-41 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE appreciates the feedback on the SPD Draft EIS. The error{
were corrected.
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Testimony Before the
U.S. Department of Energy
on the Surplus Plutonium Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Michael Grainey, Assistant Director
Oregon Office of Energy
August 18,1998

Good afterncon. My name is Michael W. Grainey. I am Assistant Director of the Oregon Office
of Energy. 1am here today on behalf of the State of Oregon. I will make a few remarks here
today, and later we will submit more extensive written testimony on the Surplus Plutonium Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We thank you for holding this heating in Oregon and for the opportunity to express our concerns
about the disposition of surplus plutonium. We recognize that the fate of surplus plutonium is an
issue that transcends regional interests. The State of Oregon applauds the efforts to reduce
nuclear weapons inventories worldwide and the related efforts to reduce the available stores of
plutonium.

At the same time, we are especially concerned about any action at Hanford that would increase
what is already a fundamental threat to the Columbia River — and a threat to the well-being of
the millions of Oregonians who rely on the river. We remain opposed to any activities at
Hanford that would detract from cleaning up what has been described as the most contaminated
site in the Western Hemisphere. Because of this concern about Hanford cleanup, we support the
draft statement in its selection of other sites as superior to Hanford for the fabrication of mixed
oxide fuel.

We also support former Secretary Pefia in his recent announcement that Hanford’s mission
should be exclusively focused on cleanup. For example, the use of the Hanford Fuels and
Materials Examination Facility for weapons di bly or fuel bly would cc inate a
clean facility at Hanford. We oppose the contamination of yet even more buildings at Hanford.

So do Oregon citizens. Three years ago, we held statewide public forums for more than 800
citizens to hear their opinions on plutonium disposition. Three messages ¢learly emerged from
the forums: Cleanup must remain the only mission at Hanford. Vitrification is the least
objectionable option for plutonium disposal. And Oregon must have a stronger voice on Hanford
issues. In 1997, Oregon’s Legislature mirrored this popular support for cleanup by passing a bill
opposing any Hanford operations that would create more waste at the site and divert cleanup
efforts,

625 Matrion St. NE

Salem, OR 973100830

Phone; (503) 378-4040

Toll Free: 1-800-221-8035

FAX: (503) 373-7806

Web site: www.cbs.state.or.us /external / ooe/

: —Oregon ‘ Department of Consumer and Business Services.
i) Office of Energy

ORDO03-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the surplus plutoniung
disposition program.

ORDO03-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about potential contaminatig
of the Columbia River. DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain
focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of
cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision hag
been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutoniunp
disposition or other programs that are compatible with the Hanford missior.

ORDO03-3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the use of FMEF af
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition activities.

ORD03+4 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the immobilization approach.

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementi
either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the be
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sen

the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to redu

stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner th
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear

weapons again.
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Grainey Testimony/p. 2
Aug. 18, 1998

We know that the scope of this hearing and the draft environmental impact statement does not
include the issue of where mixed oxide fuel wili be burned once it is fabricated. As we said

earlier in this process, we continue to believe that vitrification is a faster and safer option than 4
burning — and poses less risk to both people and the environment. Vitrifying could also be less
costly than the burn aption. We continue to urge the Department to seriously consider a 100

percent vitrification option for the surplus plutonjum.

Thank you.

Juawa)els 1oeduw) [eluswucliAug feuld uonisodsiq wnuoinid sniding



T9V—-¢€

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MicHAEL GRAINEY
Pace 3oF 4

69t QREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-199T Regular Sessien

Enrolled
House Bill 3640

Spomsared by Represencative SOWA; Represencative ROBERTS, Senators DERFLER, TROW

AN ACT

Helating to anclear facilities.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. The Legistative Assembly and the people of the State of Oregon find that

{1} The maintenance of healthy, unpolluted river systems, airsheds and land are essential
to the economic vitality and well-being of the citizens of the State of Oregon and the Pacific
Northwest.

(2) Radicactive waste stored at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation is already leaking into
and contaminating the water table and watershed of the Columbia River and radicactive
materials and toxic compounds have been found i plants, animals and waters downstream
from the Hanpford Nuclear Reservation and constitute a preseni and potential threat to the
health, safety and welfare of the people of the State of Oregon.

(3) The Hanford Nuclear Reservation is now one of the most radicactively contaminated
sites in the woarld, according to government studies, and will require billions of deollars in
costs for cleanup and the ongoing assessment of health effects.

4) In November 1980, the pecple of the State of Oregon, by direct vote in a statewide
election, enacted a moratorium on the construction of nuclear power plants, and no nuclear
power plants are presently operating in the State of Oregon.

(5) In May 1987, the people of the State of Oregon, by direct vote in 2 statewide election,

d Ballot M 1, opposing the disposal of highly radicactive spent fuel from com-
mercial power plants at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation.

(8) In 1995, the Legislative Assembly resolved that Oregon should have all legal rights in
matters affecting the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, including party status in the Hanford
tri-party agreement that governs the cleanup of the reservatior.

(7) Throughout the administrations of Presidents Ford, Carter, Reagan and Bush, the
policy of the Federal Government banned the use of plutontum in commercial nuclear power
piants due to the risk that the plutonium could be diverted to terrorists and to nations that
have not renounced the use of nuclear weapons,

(8) The Federal Government has announced that it will process plutoninm from weapons
with uranium to produce mixed oxide fuel for commercial nuclear power plants and other
nuclear facilities. The Hanford Nuclear Reservation, located on the Columbia River, is a
primary candidate site being considered for the production facilities. B

(9) The production of mived oxide fuel will result in emormous new quantities of radio-
active and chemical wastes that will presemt significant additional disposal problems and
unlmown ctosts-

Earolled House Bill 3640 (FB 3640-3) Page 1
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SECTICIY 3. The Legislative Assembly and the people of the State of Oregon:

(1) Declare that the State of Oregon is unalterably opposed to the use of the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation for operatons that ¢create more contaxinarion at the Harnford Nuclear
Raservation, divert resaurces from clesanup at the Haoford Nuclear Reservation and make
the Hanford Nncjear Heservation cleanup more difficult, such as tke processing of plutoniurm
to fuel nuclear power plants, reactors or any other faciliies, and further declare that
vitrificacion in a safe mannet is the preferred means to dispose of excess plutoninm, in order
te protect human health and the ‘anvironment.

(2) Request that the President of the United States and the Secretary of the Department
of Energy continue their previous policy of banxing the use of plutoninvm to fuel commercial
power plants and nucleir facilities.

(3) Request that the Federal Government boner the Federal Government's origimal
mandate o impiement and complete the cleannp and restoradon of the Hanford Nuclear
Reservaton

SECTION 3. Not more than 10 days after the effective date of this Act, the Seczetary of
State shall transmit copies of sections 1 swmd 2 of this Act to the President of the United
States, the Secretary of the Department of Energy, the Majority Leader of the United States
Senate, the Speaker of the United States House of Represenzatives, each member of the
Oregon Congressiopal Delegation, the Governors of the other 49 states and the tribal coun-
cils of the federally recognized Indian tribes in Oregon, Washingion and Idaho.

Passed by House June 10, 1997 Raee*')vgd by Governor:
Z: B oos b
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Passad by Senate June 19, 1937

ﬁﬁ /74 %_’/ Filed tn Offce of Secretary of Stxte
[ “den: of Senate AR SR @)—*_&7 25‘— 1881
S

Seerstary oi}ﬁ:a:e

1997

Goveraar

Page 2

Earolled Enuse Bill 3640 (HB 2640-4)
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ORD16-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DO}
believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

A United States

4 Department Comment Form
of Energy

NAME: Optional) __ (5 E@€ | Prck

ADDRESS: 2408 VE ditn Ave. fovtlawy o€ T72(3 Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tp
TELEPHONE: §63) 288-2 44 bsidi h ial | ind Rath h f tHi
AL e o e subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
HoY Soul 0 KT BE. ALLOWED AN WHELE MY proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
Gvtmndson 5“00+‘$2 d) %V‘WMWM 4’4“’!‘1‘( Mthe meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified py

£_q £ ol ‘m e el Gls whith %m;zjiﬁ [ wovk. NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
e um,b Childven e Hhe owllc, Schools . Wdeydu s i i i dnd

as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, theh
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governmept
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercid

aZ l/uf»o
Sphed € DIA)(r — Yo e,

R

Theve ave al £, s et eners ek o reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors who ;S
Lpiakle & St gond sy g5 ¢ L operational life is expected to last beyond the life oktivplus plutonium 3
E o e %M Q;M Think Cavethily, ThudS mmrﬁf disposition program. To this end, surplus plutonium would be subject td 3
pcurﬁ Do net potdm s - %e_a;(w\osmhwc e enV vammect: stringent control, and the MOX facility would be built and operated subjec] 5
MMMM to the following strict conditions: construction would take place at a secur¢S
EPENDING G +ud Do Your-JoB o :
WELL. Re mn , pupa DOE site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would bg
Save TUE eaeri. (ode bedbre oo leap. .. c (ioten closel limited exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX

£ Camsidly o dhese uites s pblest; Uoices who wand g i, facility would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium

disposition program. For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authoriz
only the participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplug
plutonium, and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with
no reprocessing.

D
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B United States
[ Department
of Energy

Comment Form

NAME: (Optional) /)Z )’J /j{qu/ f’ S0

ADDRESS: _[ 366 S, W, Tauloys Feimn O - /’m!/MfJL OK. 97019
TOLEPHONE: (553) AL AE ! ’
EMAIL

K«’m S J{Li 9 MIP wef MOX /}ufy’nﬂ " c'j /‘}/H/M/‘;ﬁi/:’f) wasls. 7
s ; - A - , et goucue
Tt ﬁ(ﬁnu T Bt g wed fn ameg ,/w. 2 ASe m g lesd

qul»ﬁ‘ whers (o Tuml me /’// WSy faot taw cole place W s brpe
pecrgse_thew (S st wve Qs ftnn iy f'{ fans,t Cafz

!
u{f/mé of Sped dvadt  daregorips s edupie Jas yidioaciis.

G %f ”hm/muzr/ ob st pizducod L MOXY o @fso

ﬁﬂ'{ {A 0/ I C(/‘FM (L/ (MACIJF'V‘MC’AA ) (,ﬂ"/'ﬂWfAJ’/'-(J‘.F" /'M’lf’(, ‘L{-’\L
wliidne pban b el f //M’M el
N,

HOT gy pwcleat anergey
1O vr’n [ s E/Y/Jﬂfh(ﬂjﬂrw

IS Fi ; )
o /ouedtn {1 f%xﬁwhﬁ

MD247-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach td
surplus plutonium disposition, and in particular siting the MOX facility at
Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its
current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanforg
was taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus
plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, an
DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or
other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threg
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of

surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in

domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. To thi
end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX
facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:

construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the

completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For reactor,
irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating reactord
to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation would
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing. After irradiation, the MOX|
fuel would be removed from the reactor and managed with the rest of th
spent fuel from the reactor, eventually being disposed of at a potential geolog
repository built in accordance with the NWPA.
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W. P. Mead, Director
Public Safety Resources Agency
P. O. Box 724
Portland, OR 97207-0724

GENERAL NOTE

Much cf the following information was presented on Tuesday, August
18, 1998 at a Public Meeting held in Portland, Oregon on the abcve-
captioned subject. Additional comments, based on information received
after that date, are also included to sustain questions that were raised
at that Public Meeting.

Although these comments are being sent directly to the Department
of Energy, other recipients are strongiy encouraged to forward this
information to other contacts to achieve the widest-possible
distribution and to assist in developing additicnal lines of inguiry.

Much of this information was developed during and preparatory to a
research tour of Canada and the mid-western United States during the
period of June 23 through August 7, 1998. This research included
reviewing available public printed and WWW documents; e-mail and
telephone communications with persons employed by ARECB, AECL and Ontario
Hydro; and a subsequent review of Ontario Hydro's engineering and design
documents at their Bruce NPD facility.

Readers may contact PSRA at the above addresses regarding
questions about this information c¢r additicnal related data that has
been referred to in this comment and which is undergoing review.

w. P. Mead, Director

Public Safety Resources Agency
Portland, Cregon

September 16, 1998

TO: United States Pepartment of Energy
office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SPD EIS
P. Q. Box 23786
Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

FROM: W. P. Mead, Director
Public Safety Rescurces Agency
P. 0. Box 724
Portland, OR 97207-0724
E-mail: "bilim@bandl.bandwidth.net™

DATE: September 16, 1928

RE: Public Comments - Surplus Plutonium Disposition;
Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement
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MD236-1 Alternatives o
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the use of MOX fuel im%

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

The disposal of Surplus Weapons Plutoniuwsm has been channeled into
two primary processes: Immobilization, and MOx Fuel that would be
“burned” in nuclear reactors. Most of the comments we’ve reviewed about
the SPD DEIS appear to ¢verwhelmingly favor immeobilization
{(vitrification within high-level radicactive wastes from our nuclear
defense legacy) over fthe MOx Fuel opticn.

While MOx Fuel is technically not a satisfactory answer for
disposal of all Surplus Weapons Plutonium, Immobilization of the entire
inventory of Surplus Weapons Plutonium is technically feasible and could
be achieved much more rapidly and with less cost, fewer security risks,
fewer adverse societal ramifications, and without creating additional
waste streams to endanger the envircnment and public health and safety.

The use of MOx Fuel intreduces many additional factors that may
iessen the degree of contrcl cver the reactor's core. MOX Fuel reaquires
higher operating core temperatures and pressures and significantly
reduces the "margin of errcr™ that is allowed when operating the
reactor. Alsc, we have no true operational experience with these types
of core loadings. Therefore, what we have based cur "findings” on te
date are, in reality, only conjecture about what we hope to achieve.

Regardless of the increasing body of research that now indicates
that MCx Fuel is an expensive and risky alternative, the fact remains
that it most likely will be used as a primary dispcsal option. Acting
under that assumption, PSRA explored alternatives to existing LWRs
(Light Water Reactors) in the United States.

Most of the persons and organizations who oppose the MOx Fuel
option have concentrated on the safety issues that are associated with
using MOx Fuel in Light Water Reactors such as theose currently used to
produce power in the United States, however it is important to also
determine whether MOX Fuel can be safely used to run CANDU Reactors as
was proposed as an alternative and/or supplemental platform.

PSPA has studied this issue and hopes to focus additional
attention on this option and the safety, societal and security concerns
that must be addressed before using MOx Fuel in CANDU power reactors
currently operating in Ontario, Canada. To that end, we cffer the
following comments for the public record.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

The National Academy of Sciences' 1995 Report {"Management and
Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium Reactor~-Related Options for the
Digposition of Excess Weapons Piutenium, Committee on Internaticnal
Security and Arms Control, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C.,
1995] raised guestions abont the CANDU Reactor’s role in the dispesition
of Surplus Weapeons Plutonium by using 1t as MOx Fuel in existing
Canadian reactors.

NA&S reported that the information cited in their Report had keen
submitted by AECL too late to undergo Peer Review of AECL's claims of
CANDU's suitability and safety when using MOz Fuel.

It is important that we realize that the selection of MOx Fuel as
a dispesal option vastly changes the dimensions of the joint agreement
between Russia and the United States. The inclusion of the MOx Fuel
option has opened-up new industrial and marketing channels throughout
the world, including Great Britain, Europe and Japan.

domestic, commercial reactors. The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in
commercial reactors have been accomplished in Western Europe, ar
electricity was generated from MOX fuel on a demonstration basis in the
United States in the early 1970s. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fue
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potentig
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excesg
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to th
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium ag
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

dsiq &niu

15 UONISO

Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would b
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively tg
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. Fof
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

Juawajels 1oedw| [elusiuoiAuS jeu

Potential waste management impacts of the proposed surplus plutoniur
disposition program are analyzed in this SPD EIS for each candidate site, afd
a detailed analysis is provided in Appendix H. As described in Sections 2.183
and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced by using MOX fue
instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. Spent fuel managemeipt
at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to expected to change
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LE
assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fractio

of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.
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Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based of
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, environmental analyseg
technical and cost reports, and public input.

MD236-2 MOX Approach

Only a partial, not full, MOX fuel core would be used in the selected reactorq,

which would require only slight modifications to reactor operations. Cor¢l

load and safety analyses would be performed, and an NRC license amendmpnt

approved, prior to MOX fuel being introduced into any reactor. Operations
and maintenance procedures would be revised as necessary to accommod
the use of MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specifi

analyses and discuss the potential impacts of using a partial MOX core

during routine operations and reactor accidents.

Disposition of surplus plutonium will cost money, regardless of the method
used. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU
fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective value o
the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then th¢

contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government ly

DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.

MD236-3 Parallex EA

In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplu
plutonium as MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, which would have only been
undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated amo
Russia, Canada, and the United States. Since the Draft was issued, D(
determined that adequate reactor capacity is available in the United Stated
disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium that is suitable for
MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the CANDU option, DOE is ho
longer actively pursuing it. However, DOE, in cooperation with Canada and
Russia, proposes to participate in a test and demonstration program usi
U.S. and Russian MOX fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A separat
environmental review, tHenvironmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipmg@OE/EA-1216, January 1999), analyzes
the fabrication and proposed shipment of MOX fuel rods for research an
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Instead of limiting the proliferation of Plutonium, these
countries will be the controlling interests in spreading a Plutonium- 4
based economic infrastructure in areas that do not currently have
readily-accessible Plutonium.

Much of PSRA’s recent e-mail has been forwarded on behalf of
persons who live in the State of Michigan and the adjacent areas of the
Province of Ontaric, Canada, that will be the site of MOx Fuel
transportation, testing and disposal once the MOX Fuel has been
irradiated in CANDU reactor{s) at the Bruce Nuclear Power Development
facility near Tiverteon, Ontario.

In an effort to better understand these issues, I visited these
areas in July 1998. Although the findings stated below are only
preliminary as of this date, the on-going review process has shown no
valid reason why they shculd not be included in our comments.

First, it should be clearly understood that the inclusion of the
CANDU Reactor as a MOx Fueled dispesal option adds another three
separate entities to the current equation that already includes the
Russians, the United States, peotential infrastructure contracters in
Europe and the United States, and the owner/operators of civilian power
reactor utilities. These three entities are: 3

1. AECB (Atomic Energy Control Board) - The Canadian Government's
equivalent to the Nuclear Regulatory Commissior here in the United
States.

2. AECL (Atomic Energy of Canada, Limited) - The design,
construction and marketing arm that is heavily involved in Russian
pluteonium operational planninrg; and

3. Ontario Hydro - The reactor operators 1n Ontario:

Now that we've identified the Canadian entities, it's time to see
how this puzzle fits tegether, why it scon becomes contreversial, and o
bring to light some of the misunderstandings and/or inconsistencies that
nave been presented by these three parties.

1. AECB:

PSRA contacted BECBE in May 1998 to deftermine its role in the MOx
Fuel project. AECB stated that its sole role would be to ensure the
safety of the fuel and reactors, and that it would establish rules to
ansure compliance. AECEB had already posted information on its Website
rhat related to the requirement of safe and secure transportaticn and
storage of MOx Fuel.

It is interesting to note that recent statements in the Canadian
srgss attributed to RECL centradict this Information about secure 5
-ransportation while in Ontario. The U. S. Department of Energy has
stated that MOx Fuel shipments would comply with $ST-2 [Safe Secure
"ransport - 2] levels to ensure security while in the United States.

This would include armed escorts to counter any attempted
1ijacking of MOx Fuel. While Canada’s AECB had stated it would comply
¢ith this standard, AECL has made statements that contradict AECB's.
las AECL superseded AECB’s rcle in safeguarding plutonium?

MD236

development activities involving the use of limited amounts of U.S. MOX

fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A FONSI was signed on August 13, 1994
Both of these documents can be viewed on the MD Web site a
http://www.doe-md.com. If a decision is made to dispose of Russian surplu
plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors in order to augment Russian’g
disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place
directly between Russia and Canada. Activities in Canada would bé
conducted in accordance with applicable Canadian laws and regulations af
would be regulated by the appropriate government authorities.

MD236+4

DOE believes the MOX approach to surplus plutonium disposition would
help implement rather than change the commitments between Russia and {

Nonproliferation

United States. In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prim§
Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientifig S
and technical basis for decisions concerning how surplus plutonium will bg &
managed. This agreement enables the two countries to explore mutuallyg
acceptable strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutoniurhg
During the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin helgi®
a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with the intention of%
removing approximately 50t (55 tons) of plutonium from each |§
country’s stockpile. §

3

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD236

MD236-5 Parallex EA

DOE is no longer actively pursuing the CANDU option as discussed in
response MD236-3.
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The following is an excerpt from Tom Spears’ article in the Ottawa
Citizen {Page Al-A2, Sunday 30 August 1998: “AECL's Cold War cargo -~
Plutonium from nuclear warheads to pass through Ottawa Valley to Chalk
River.”j.

According to that report, AECL’s spokesman, Larry Shewchuk, stated
that high security won't be needed for the imported weapons material.
"There'’s no police escorts or anything like that."

(AECL has consulted the Ontario Provincial Police about the
shipment, but the OFP said it sees no security problems and won't be
involved in the shipment.)

The exact timing of the test shipment is secret. While it may ke
possible to conceal the transportation from Los Alamos, New Mexico, to
Chalk River, Ontarie, of the initial test MOx Fuel, it is extremely
doubtful that SST-2 shipments to the U.S./Canadian border could be
concealed from the public.

The initisl test will consist of MOx Fuel that contains
approximately 600 grams (1.3 pounds) of Surplus Weapons Plutonium in the
fuel assemblies; a full core loading ir an average CENDU Reactor at the
Bruce NPD facility uses nearly 3,185,600 pounds of natural Uranium
Dioxide.

There are three possible routes from Les Elamos te Chalk River:

One would cross the border at Sarnia and come east along Highway
401, turning north at Belleville toward Pembroke.

Another would come through Watertown, New York, cross the St.
Lawrence River at the Ivy Lea Bridge, then turn east to Brockville and
north through Smiths Falls, Carleton Place, Almonte and Arnpricr on the
way to Chalk River.

The third weuld cross into Canada in Manifoba and travel north of 5
Lake Superior on the Trans-Canada Highway.

Having recently driven many of these rcutes in both an RV and
small car, I can make several observations with certaincy based on my
personal experiences in Canada and the midwestern United States:

1. Canada’s roadways are not up to the safety and design standards
that Americans take for granted: There were literally miles of vehicles
following each cther at high speed and close intervals through winding
hills without passing lanes or even a place to pull off the highway.
Highways are being upgraded, but scme areas are still without travel
services.

2. There are envircnmental and ecological considerations that
Americans den't even contemplate: Traffic along the Trans-Canada Highway
frequently stops during night time hours due to the danger of hitting a
moose.

3. Incidents of “Road Rage” have become so frequent in Ontario
that new - mandatory - programs have been linked to traffic enforcement
efforts along many of the routes identified for MOx Fuel shipments.

Even though it's AECL policy nct to say publicly which route it
will use, or when the shipment will come through, it is important that
local emergency planners along the route be notified. Municipal
cfficials in Lanark County, Smiths Falls and Carleton Place —- all on
cne of the possible shipping routes -- said they didn't know abpout the
shipment.

®hile this secrecy may held true for the initial test run, PSRA
seriously doubis that the increased security necessary for large MOx
Fuel shipments will remain unnoticed by citizens who live in farming and
ratural rescurces areas alceng these routes.

MD236
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2. AECL:

Robert Gadsby is the Program Director of RECL's MOx Fuel
project. As such, he and his team have visited sites in the United
States and Russia in an effort to facilitate using AECL's CANDU Reactors
to dispose of Surplus Weapons Plutonium.

Mr. Gadsby and I began our communication via e-mail on June 16,
1998 and continued our communication via e-mail and telephone calls. At
first, Mr. Gadskby's primary object appeared to be to determine why PSRA
was interested in AECL's CRNDU design and who would receive our report.

Although I had requested only general information in my first e-
mail te Mr. Gadsby's office, I had to follow-up that request with
specific quotes from the NAS Reportf to convince Mr. Gadsby that I had
read the report and was following up on the NAS Report's findings.

These specific quotations from the NAS questions are included below for
reference:

[FROM 06/17/1998 E-MAIL: PSRA to AECL]

Wednesday; 17 Jure 1998
Robert,

Yes, I've already made arrangements with Ontarioc Hydro for my
visit at Bruce NPD, but I was hoping that I would be able to get some
general information about the CANDU design before I visited their
facility.

I've been dealing with Catherine Williams at Bruce, and she sent
me some very general information. I then contacted AECB who referred me
to RECL as the manufacturer of the CANDU reactor.

I believe my visit to Bruce would be more productive if I had a
better understanding of the points listed below. This wonld allow me to
focus on site specific training and operational histcry during my visit
at Bruce.

To that end, I still would like to visit AECL's offices to get a
better understanding of the CANDU reactor: Is there anyone else in the
office who could discuss the CANDU's "non-MOX" cperation as it is
currently fueled at Bruce? It seems that since 20 CANDUs are operating
in Ontario - and that the AECB referred me to your offices - that I
should be able to get general (non-MOX) information about the reactor's
design and operaticnal safety features from someone in Mississauga.

I'm sorry that it seems that we won't be able to meet on July
l16th. As the Director of AECL's MOX Project, talking with you would
have been the most preductive way to approach this. Perhaps you could
put together an "Information Kit" on the MOX Project for me to pick up
while I'm in that area. I would then be able to review that information
before I visit the Bruce facility, and I would be able to follow up on
this area of research when I return tc Portland.

In reviewing the National Academy of Sciences' documents on
using the CANDU reactors at Bruce, they were very clear that the
information stated in those documents: "The panel notes that for this
option virtually all of the information made available to the panel was
provided by the vendor, and had not yet been reviewed by DOE or other
organizations." [page 144]

JusWwale]S 10edw] [eluawiuolAUg Jeuld uomisodsiq wniuoinid sniding
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The report then presents several pages of discussions on the
advantages and/or disadvantages of using the CANDUs in that role. On
page 151, the repert included foctnote 22:

"The panel was informed by representatives of the vendor that this
figure was arrived at not by analysis desigred to estimate the maximum
plutenium loading that could be safely accommodated in CANDY reactors,
but rather because this was the loading required to meet DOE's specified
goal of consuming 100 tons of WPu (the potential combined excess stocks
of the United States and Russia) in 25 years of operation, given the
estimated capacity of the FMEF fabrication facility (Feinroth 1994) .
Additional studies should be pursued to determine the naximum safe
plutenium loading; higher plutonium loadings would increase the rate of
plutonium disposition and reduce the number of fuel bundles that would
have to be fabricated, potentially lcwering costs.”

The report continues along several other threads, however the
main reason for cur interest here in the Northwestern United States is
that the FMEF, cited above, is located at Hanford, and AECL apparently
wants to use this facility. On page 152, the report cites "Fuel
Fabrication: Like the United States, Canada has no MOX fuel fabrication
capacity. Fabricating MOX fuel for CANDUs at the Hanford FMEF facility
would be the most expeditiocus approach, with the same caveats as 1s the
LWR case. The vendor has in fact examined fabrication of MOX fuel in
the FMEF in considerable detall, and believes that large tarocughputs of
CANDU MOX fuel (over 160 MTHM/yr) are possible, by taking adventage of
additional floor space not used by the current MOX fabrication line in
the facility (AECL 1994).®

Since much of the report on the CANDU option was based solely on
AECL's preliminary information that had not been reviewed by USDOE or 5
other agencies, we're interested In reviewing the ucdated findings.
Although the majority cf the workforce in the communities surrounding
Hanford's FMEF 1s understandably in favor of pursuing the MOX option, it
appears that the majority of the populations in the states surrounding
that area have questions about the advisability of increasing FMEF
producticn at a time when they had been informed by USDCOE ~hat MEF's
mission would be ending.

If I can report that AECL's latest research indicates that the
CANDU reactor can use a higher level of MOX fuel than was stated in the
NAS report, then it could be assumed that FMEF operaticns could be
shortened by several years. If we can pass the questicns ¢f how to
contain potential FMEF site contamination and transportation - security
issues there appears to be a better probability for agreement abeocut
using FMEF in that new role.

I believe that most perscns, regardless of how they feel on the
use of MOX fuel, agree that MOX-fueled reactors will be a part of ocur
future. The President has declared this will be done, the industry is
widely in favor of t, and most persons don't want -o waste a "product”
that they already have paid for and can provide future energy needs.

while the general public in the Nortawestern United States may
not be in faver of using FMEF for a 25 year program for LWRs in the
U.S., they may well reverse that opposition if they understand that the
plutonium was being sent out of the country for use in a "safe" reactor.

Based on my preliminary understanding of the CANDU design that
would be used at Bruce to contribute to this project, CANDU appears to
be a logical choice for the disposition for WPu, hcowever I still cannct
give a final recommendation to our states until we have information that
is more recent than the NAS report that is commonly cited in this

discussion. MD236
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I also have reviewed RECB's 1997 summary regarding the use of
MOX fuel in CANDU reactors and the associated issues. I think you'll
agree that the preject is feasible from a purely engineering standpeint,
and that the CANLU would be a better platficrm than would & L#R. These
factors appear to be strongly in favor of the CANDU, and I'd like to
update the information we currently have.

As to my original reguest, I would appreciate any information
you could provide on the following topics:

1. R general overview of the CANDU 's safety and contrecl features as it
is _currently operating (non-MOX mode);

2. Discuss how a MOX-fuel core loading would mcdify those operating
characteristics; and,

3. Better understand what design modifications might be required to
accommodate the use cof MOX fuel.

I will be in Mississauga on 16 July 1998 and would like to visit
RECL's offices to talk with someone on the general characteristics of a
CANDU reactor operating in a "standard" (non-MOX} mode. 1T alsc would
appreciate any information you are able to provide to update the NAS's
1985 report. I realize that you will not be personally available to
meet with me on July 16th, however I sincerely hope that someone can
provide me with the akbove information so I have a better understanding
of the CANDU platform before I visit the Bruce NPD on the following day.

Thanks for your assistance in this matter. I will be leaving on
a family vacation and research trip next week, sc 1'd greatly appreciate
any help you can provide via e-mail or telephone. As far as receiving
printed information, I'd like to have the opportunity to review 1t
pefore visiting the Bruce facility, so I would want to perscnally
collect that on July 18th when I'll be in Mississauga for other
meetings.

PSRA's report is due in mid-August, and I hope to be able to
report that AECL has provided us with the information our states need te
make an informed decision about the use of specific facilities at the
Hanford Reservaticn.

I hope to meet one of your co-workers on July 17th.

Sincerely,

W. P. (Biil) Mead, Director
Public Safety Resources Agency
P. 0. Box 724

Portland, OR 97207-0724

Following these specific questions, Mr. Gadsby stated that the
U.S. Department of Energy had funded at least one additional
(subsequent) study that showed that MOx Fuel was suitable for use in
AECL's CRNDU Reactors. When I requested a copy of that study's
findings, Mr. Gadsby stated that it was "AECL's proprietary information"
and that it was not to be released.

MD236

MD236-6 Parallex EA
This comment is addressed in responses MB22thd MD236-5.
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Instead, Mr. Gadsby sent me a copy of a general talk he had
presented to a Japanese pro-MOx forum. Mr. Gadsby's latest information
was non-technical and did not answer many of the specific questions I
had asked, so I clearly restated my request for information:

{FROM 06/17/1398 E~-MAIL: PSRA to AECL]

Wednesday; 17 June 1998
Robert,

Thanks for your reply to this morning's e-mail. I have reviewed
the file you attached, and 1t appears that the CBNDU reactor would be a
better platform for this project than would a LWR of the type we
commonly use in the United States. ...

Based on your presentation, it initially appears that a CANDU
program would have several benefits over a siting within the United
States. Primary among these are (1§ the WPu would truly would be able
to achieve the Spent Fuel Standard, (2) the length of time for the
reduction program could be shortened if the CANDUs were allowed to
operate as you described in your report, (3} the CANDU's design would
not reguire making physical changes to its cere, (4) AECB already has
stated that it would provide a level of physical security equivalent to
USDOE's to safeguard the fuel while within Canada, and (5) that the
spent fuel would remain in Canada instead of belng returned to the
United States.

These are all points that the average citizen would likely 6
accept, however most of the information we've received to date was not
clear on those points. Given that, you can understand why many of them
have had reservations about the MOX program.

This is only my personal opinion, but based on several years of
work in beth the business _and_ the area, I still believe additional
information would be needed to allay the doubts of several persuasive
organizations who have political weight in the decision-making process:
The fact is that the President made a decision to pursue & dual-track
disposal option and it will happen; the reality is that solid technical
arguments must be presented to overcome political oppositiorn that may be
based on what appears te be faulty informetion that we have recelived to
date. ...

You asked about cur clients: They are several vering members - a
majority - of an official interstate waste board and several adjunct
agencies who are working on site remediation issues at the Hanford
Reservation. ...

This has led me to perceive that the opinion of a majority of
the citizens in the Northwestern United States is opposed to a MOX-fuel
option; particularly if Hanford's FMEF and/ox FFTF facilities are
involved in that process. USDCE has just announced that public hearings
and comments will be accepted on these proposails until approximately
mid-August. PSRA has been asked to have cour report ready in time to
allow the clients to review those findings, and with sufficient time for
them to then submit comments prior te that deadline.

I had been aware of several other studies similar to the ones
you've mentioned, however most of the published studies deal with L¥Rs,
not CANDUs., Is there any non-proprietary information you could allow me
to review? Also, is there anyone whom I could contact about the general

_MOX i S or?
_non-MOX_ operations of a CANDU reactor? MD236
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AECL has been identified as the manufacturer of the CANDU
reactor, yet the gemeral public really doesn't know much about how it
cperates. I'm not asking to be allowed to rummage through ARECL's
corporate secrets: only that I ke allowed to get general (non-MOX)
information about the reactor's design and operational safety features
from somecne in Mississauga.

To repeat what I've requested in my previous e-mails: I still
would like to visit AECL's coffices to get a better understanding of the
CANDU reactor. Is there anyone in the office who could discuss the
CANDU's "non-MOX" operation as it is currently fueled at Rruce? It
seems that since 20 CANDUs are operating in Ontarioc - and that the AECB
referred me to your offices - that this is a reasonable question.

Qur concern here in the Northwestern United States is based on
the potential long-term role as a MOX-fuel fabricator, with the possiblg
(and currently, proven) diversion of funding by USDOE from the
remediation of contaminated sites at the Hanford Reservation.

To this end, Hanford's FMEF directly enters into the eqguation:
MOX will be & fact of life, therefore Hanford will play a central role
in achieving those geoals. If CANDU can speed up that process while
reducing the time needed, then the cleanup of existing sites could be
accomplished sooner thap if LWEs in the United States were used to
achieve those goals.

My gut feeling is that our clients - and the majority of the
persons in the Northwestern United States who are not associated with
the Tri-Cities workforce - will accept wirtually any sclution that will
result ir a reduction of the contamination at Hanford while concurrently
relleving them cf the potential creation of more irradiated spent fuel.
Thus, if CANDUs can do this work and Canada is willing to retain
possession of the spent fuel, then that is a major "selling” point that 6
should be included in our report.

As I stated to you in my previous message: While the general
public in the Northwestern United States may not be in favor of using
FMEF for a 25 year program for LWRs in the U.S., they may well reverse
that opposition if they understand that the plutenium was being sent out
of the country for use in a "safe" reactor.

As tc my original request, 1rU appears that we've been successful
in answering most of my guestions, however I would appreciate any
information you could provide on the following two remaining points:

1. A general overview of the CANDU *s safety and control features as it
is _currently operating {(non-MCX mode); and,

2. Discuss how a MOX-fuel core loading would modify those operating
characteristics.

I will be in Mississauga on 16 July 1998 and would like fo visit
AECL's offices to talk with someone on the general characteristics of a
CANDU reactor operating in a "standard" (nen-MOX) mode. I believe I now
have a better understanding of the design characteristics of the
platform, but I would like to understand the actual cperational and
safety differences befwseen CANDUs and the LWRs with which I am more
familiar.

Thanks, again, for your assistance in this matter. You'wve taken
a lot of time to respond to my questions, and I very much appreciate the
supplemental information you've provided. If you have any information
of a "general” {(non-MOX-fueled core} nature for CANDU reactors, I really
would like to be able to review that material before visiting the Bruce
NPD facility.

MD236
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I will be leaving Portland early next week, and probably would
not receive that information before I leave. However, as I will be
staying in the Mississauga - Port Credit area during early July, it
would be easier for me to collect any written information during that
time period.

To summarize what I said earlier today: PSRA's report is due in
mid-RAugust, and I hope to be able to report that AECL has provided us
with the information cur states need to make an informed decision about
the use of specific facilities at the Hanford Reservation.

I hope to meet one of your co-workers or at least be able to
pick up the requested AECL information on July 17th.

Sincerely,

W. P. {Bill) Mead, Director
Public Safety Resources Agency
P. 0. Box 724

Portland, OR 97207-0724

Mr. Gadsby returned my telephone call and we spoke on these
topics for approximately twenty-five minutes. He stated that although
he and his team would be in Russia during the time of my visit (I was
staying just a few miles away from AECL’s office complex in Mississauga,
Ontario), that he would arrange for someone to talk with me and would
prepare an information package for me to receive during my visit on July 6
16, 1998.

On the morning of July 16th I telephoned Mr. Gadsby's office at
AECL's office complex and was advised (1} that they had noc package
waiting for me; (2) that no one had been scheduled to discuss the
questions Mr. Gadsby had agreed to respond to; and (3} that although Mr.
Gadspby had gone to Russia, that no one had been designated te act on Mr.
Gadsby's behalf during his absence.

In the end, it appears that although Mr. Gadsby stated that AECL
had new findings that supported the ability of CANDU Reactors to safely
operate on MOx fuel, the facts are that he admitted that this fuel had
not been used in CANDU Reactors of that design, and he was not able to
produce the documentation to substantiate his claims on behalf of AECL's
unsupported statements in the 1935 NAS Report.

3. Ontaric Hydro:

Rlthough it is not intentionally deceptive, the name "Ontario
Hydro" is somewhat misleading when first viewed by citizens of the
United States.

Most persons who live in the Northwestern United States
associate the word "Hydre" as referring to a dam that produces
electricity. In fact, when I first began making ressrvations for the
Canadian portion of this summer's research trip, I thought the managers
of the RV parks were asking if we wanted to connect to a water faucet.

MD236
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"Hydro" is the Canadian term for "electrical power." While this
may have been accurate fifty years ago, the underlying source of that
electricity has changed from *hydre" teo "nuclear”: Ontario Hydro now
produces about 60% of its electricity in twenty CANDU Reacters. Cf
these, eight are sited at the Bruce Nuclear Power Development ("Bruce
NPD™} facility. Of thnose eight, four have been identified ky the U. S.
DOE as being conslidered for using MOx ¥Fuel from the Zcint U.S.-Russian
agreement to dispose of Surplus Weapons Plutonium.

In reviewing Ontario Hydro's operations and safety history
before visiting their facility, I discovered (1) that Ontario Hydro had
recelved several warnings from AECB about safety conditions at treir
nuclear facilities; and (2) their senior management had been reorganized
due to the "fallout" from those critical reviews.

I later learned that in an effort to set a reccrd for operating
one of the CANDU Reacters at the Bruce NPD, that senior management had
decidead to intentionally by-pass taking the reactor off-line for
scheduled maintenance. This decision resulted in excessive wear on the
reactor's physical plant and kept the reactor shut down and off-line for
an extended period of time. BAs I stated in my oral comments at
Portland's Public Meeting in Rugust, this is not the type cf behavior
that should be attempted with this technology.

As part of our research, PSRA was authorized to review technical
documents for the eight CANDU Reacters at Ontario Hydre's Bruce NPD.

The four reactors in Unit A differed from the four reactors in Unit B in
several important design and safety aspects.

AL the time of cur pre-tour and an-site research the only CANDU
Reactors that had been identified for the MOx Fuel rcle at Bruce NPD
were the newer models of Unit B. These four reactors have a total net
rating of 3,440MW{e) and produced their first electricity during the
years ¢f 1384-1987. However, in late August we received reports from
Canadian scurces that the older reactors of Unit A were the CANDUs under
consideration for this project.

Unit A’s four reactors have a total net rating of 3,076MW(e) and
produced their first electricity during the years of 1976-1973. This
reguires clarification and, if true, a re-evaluation of thcse reactors
on the basis of their design, safety and longevity.

The U.S. Department of Energy should clearly identify the
specific reactcrs that are currently being considered for the MOx Fuel
disposal coption. If reactors in foreign nations are being considered,
the Depariment should also clearly identify these specific reacters and
verify that list with the governing agencies cf those nations.

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS
1. Access to all USDOE/AECL CANDU Studies:

According to Mr. Gadsby, AECL’s MOx Prolect Director, the United
States Department of Energy funded the subsegquent AECL study that he
alleges proved the CANDU Reactor was a satisfactory platiorm for the MOx
Fuel disposal option. Mr. Gadsby also stated that this information was
proprietary and was not to be released.

MD236
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PSRA questions why - if this was a true statement - the citizens

of the United States funded what can essentially be considered an R&D 6
project for a foreign corporation but cannot review the results of those
studies.

The U. S. Department of Energy should release the entire text of
these reports, including their references and attachments, for review by
the general public and peer review of technical findings that would
enable replication of those findings by independent researchers.

2. Disposition of Spent MOX Fuel used in CANDU Reactors:

PSRA was informed that spent MOx Fuel from the initial test at
Chalk River, Ontaric would remain in Canada for disposal in a geologic
repository. As yet, no such repository exists for Canadian spent fuel.

If MOx Fuel is to be used in Canada’s CANDU Reactors, then it alsc
should remain in Canada after irradiation.

Canada’s two major players in the MOx Fuel disposal option are
AECL and Ontario Hydre. During our research, both parties stated their
contributions were beneficial to world peace by helping to eliminate the
available supply of Weapons Plutonium. Their altruism should be ensured
by a binding agreement stipulating that once the MOx Fuel leaves the
United States that it will never return to our country.

Mr. Gadsby stated that the Russians trusted Canada to ensure that 7
Weapons Plutonium used in the MOx Froject would not find its way back
into nuclear weapons. It logically seems that the only way this could
ke achieved would be tc have the final repository for all spent MOx Fuel
to be sited within Canada and be monitored by other neutral countries
and crganizations such as the IAEA.

If Canada is serious about wanting to “help” ensure the goals of
removing this material from circulation, then it should also accept it
as the end-user and be willing to co-exist with MOx Fuel from the time
it enters the border into Canada as un-irradiated plutonium, and it
should safeguard the irradiated spent fuel at a level eguivalenit to
those required by the U. S. Department of Energy.

The U. S. Department of Energy should require that Canada assume
perpetual control of MOx Fuel at the time that fuel enters Canada, and
that Canada’s safeguards be equivalent to those established by USDOE for
transportation and storage within the United States. Furthermore, USDOE
should not be permitted to accept spent MOx Fuel from any other country,
including Russia or other participants in present or future agreements
to dispose of Weapons Plutonium of non-U. 8. origin.

3. Clarification/Identification of Reactors proposed for using MOx Fuel:

PSRA has recently received reports that several owners and/for
operators of reactors under consideration for the MOx Fuel disposal
option have withdrawn from participation. In many instances, other 8
owner/operators have been substituted to replace the original cwners,
but those operators have stated that they did so only to allow one or
more of the consortiums to remain in the selection process.

If the withdrawal of a component disqualifies a consortium from
the selection process, then it alsc indicates that the cwners of that
component realized that their participation in the MOx Fuel program was
ili-advised.

MD236

MD236-7 Parallex EA
Spent fuel generated by the Parallex Project would be managed in Canadal
the Canadian spent fuel program. The remainder of this comment is address

in response MD2363.

MD236-8 MOXRFP

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the procurement proce
Itis common business practice for potential bidders to pursue expressions
interest among qualified potential teaming partners, and as part of that proce
determine which are in fact qualified to bid on the scope of work beforg
settling on a team. It is not unusual, especially in large procurements, f
teams to undergo several iterations before they are finalized. DOE will ng
speculate as to the intentions of any members of any responding teams,
others that may have decided in the end not to respond to the RFP. Howe\
DOE agrees that a contract should only be awarded to a team meeti
substantially all the requirements of the solicitation. DOE awarded the contra
for the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services to a consortium that me
all required elements.
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By allewing “front” reacteors to Join a consortium merely to
include their name on a form so another reactor owner can later join the
consortium viclates the intention of the process. This demonstrates a
lack of good faith by the parties of these consortiums and also on the
U. S. Department of Energy for allowing this farce to continue.

PSRA calls on the U. S. Department of Energy to disqualify any
consortium that does not include all components that were originally
specified by USDOE for participation in that selection process.

4. Safeguards, Security, Operational, Environmental, Health and safety
Concerns that require further in-depth evaluation.

It appears that the United States Government still believes that
the only time radiation crosses international boundaries is when a
reactor is accidentally destroyed at Chernobyl. This phenomenon was
repeatedly breught te ocur attention not only throughout our studles in
the United States, but also by environmental remediation agencies during
our 1998 research tour in Canada.

While the world-wide radiclogic contamination from that incident
received global attention and was thoroughly documented by the United
States, it is ironic that fallout from nuclear weapons tests originating
in the United States ~ that were monitored throughout the U. S. and
showed unusually high radiation levels that extended right to our border
with Canada - abruptly ended as the radiation plumes entered Canada.

The U. S§. Department of Energy should require all Canadian parties
to the MOx Fuel disposal option to comply with USDOE’s standards of
Safequards, Security, Operational, Environmental, Health and Safety
protection, and it should additionally conduct an on-going monitoring
program of all aspects of foreign participation.

All reports, including radiologic monitoring of foreign facilities
and transportation routes should be made available to the public via
USDOE’s WWW site. 1In cases where foreign regulatory agencies such as
Canada’s AECB have initiated action against a participant (such as
Ontario Hydro), USDOE should retain the right to immediately halt
further participation by those parties until the issues have been
satisfactorily resclved.

5. Paying the financial costs of the MOx Fuel disposal program.

During my discussions with AECL’s Mr. Gadsby, he stated that AECL
would require funding by the United States to proceed with further
implementation of the MOx Fuel prcgram.

Alse implied, but not specifically stated, was the indication that
the U. S. would have to provide a MOx Fuel fabrication facility because
no such facility exists in Canada. Russia alsc has po facilities to
produce MOx Fuel, and has stated that it will require several billiecn
dollars of assistance to move forward with its plans to use MOx Fuel in
its reactors.

PSRA opposes any contribution of United States’ funding to further
a MOx Fuel disposal option. We believe better disposal alternatives
exist, and that construction of a MOx Fuel fabrication Facility would
contribute to a dangerous proliferation of MOx Fuel use.

MD236

MD236-9 MOX Approach

Plutonium is regarded by most countries except the United States as a valual,
resource. U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibiteq
the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium fronp
spent nuclear fuel. Irrespective of this, the United States will maintain itg
existing commitments regarding the use of plutonium in civilian nuclear
programs in Western Europe and Japan. Russia may choose to reprocess
spent fuel and reuse the plutonium. It will be the responsibility of IAEA to

monitor this activity and ensure that the material remains committed td
civilian use.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in responses MiD236
and MD236-3.
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If Canada wants to use MOx Fuel in its CANDU Reactors as a part of
this program, it should finance that construction and infrastructure
entirely as a sovereign (internal} national undertaking.

Also, the United States should not assist Russia in converting to
a MOx Fuel option. If Russia is determined that the use of MOx Fuel is
in its best national interest, then it has the responsibility to pay for
those programs. 9

The U.S. and Russian disposal options do not truly require direct
linkage. Russia views Plutonium as a national asset; PSRA views
Plutonium as a worldwide threat and cannot support its use per the
current proposals.

The United States should not contribute to additional
proliferation in any manner.

CONCLUSTON

The Public Safety Resources Agency recommends against the use of
Surplus Weapons Plutonium in Mizxed Cxide Fuel. PSRA strongly urges that
Surplus Weapons Plutonium of all origins/nations be disposed of by other
alternative technologies such as vitrification within mixed “High-Level”
wastes, and tha:z the disposal rrocess not be lirked to the demands made
by the Russian government. 1

The United States is a sovereign natior that still maintains a
significant nuclear and conventional advantage over potential non-
terrorist threats, and can readily afford to unilaterally dispeose of its
Surplus Weapons Plutonium without linkage to another natlieons’ programs.

w. P, Mead,” DIl
Public Safety Resources Agency
P. 0. Box 724

Portland, CR 87207-0724

SUPPLEMENTAL NOTE

In the interest of being fair while researching this report, PSRA
attempted to contact participants on both sides of the nuclear issues.
our initial contact attempts were made via e-mail and telephone cails.

Several persons in Ontario Hydro returned our telephone and e-
mails, and subsequently alleowed us to review documents such as the Bruce
NPD Safety Report as a part of our on-site research. BAlthough we were
not permitted to photocepy or photograph Ontario Hydro's documents, they
did provide a quiet room, candid talk, several technical volumes about
their facilities, and permitted us to make written notes of that
material.

We found AECL’s Mr. Gadsby to be extremely well-versed not only in
AFCL’s project, but also in the political realities ¢f both Russia and
the United States. During our telephone conversation Mr. Gadsby stated
that “AECL always understood that CANDU Reactors would have to share the
MOX program because of political and financial interests of the nuclear
power reactor operators in the United States.”

PSRA also tried tc contact “anti-nuke” organizations. We were not
successful, therefore the information presented above is based on the
research developed from the cited resources. It is telling that even
without the input from anti-nuclear activists, that the information that
is currently available has overwhelmingly convinced us that the use of
MOX Fuel in CANDU Reactors is not the best disposal option.

MD236
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US DOE needs to hear your voice NOW!

I,d Clean Up be the sole mission at Hanford?
@ No

2. Should the United States Government maintain its longstanding policy against the use
eapons Plutonium to fuei civilian nuciear reactors?
No

3. Which alternative would you prefer to see the US Department of Energy pursue;
Immobilization (sncasement of pivtonium in glass-like tombs)  &—— T3 ROT RNATHL
O

r
The MOX piaa (burning plutonium to fabricate fuel for use in a civilian nuclear R WTZ-?
reactor)? ACIITABLS,

4. Should Plutonium, to be used for processing and fabrication of MOX fuet, be
imported 1o the Hanford site along the Columbia River?
Yo D)

5. How concemned are you about the transportafiog.o: nium through the Northwest?
Not concerned  slightly concerned nceened—>completely opposed
B. How concerned are you about the transport through the Northwest of fuel

containing weapons Plutonium?
Notconcerned  Slightly concerned  Very concerne_Completely opposed

6. Should commercial nuclear power plants be allowed 0 run on MOX fuel coataining
weapons Plutonium?
Yes
B. Should they be subsidized with {ax dollars 1o do s0?
Yes ‘

7. Should MOX fuel containing weapons Pl be used to restart the FFTF reactor
at Hanford to produce Tritium for nuclear bombs?
Yes

Neme_ Dealtn CRAE ¢

Address
Phone__ 233\ - 39,0 t%

" Please return this to:
Hanford Action
25-6 NW 23" Place #406
Portland, OR 97214
(303) 235-2531

MD291-1 DOE Policy

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wag
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD291-2

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from sper
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemig
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissior
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uraniu
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent wit
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which wag
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to natio
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with t
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

Nonproliferation

MD291-3 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuin
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithd
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunit
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongg
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
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surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would makeli
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutoniunp
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would beg
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. The remaining 17 t (19 tons) g
surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication into MOX
fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved ir
purifying those plutonium materials. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is nog
analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium is analyzed.
Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium to be dispositioned,
some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX fuel fabrication may

—h

also need to be immobilized. The incremental impacts that would be associated

with a small shift in materials throughput are discussed in Section 4.30.

MD291-4 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercigl
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routgs

and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans dre

coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of wastg
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofitta¢ Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managin?
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Was
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’S
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specif
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classifis
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provide
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation(SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.

uBuw

uoBaip—sasuodsay pue SUBwnaod 1



Z¢8v—¢

REeIF, DaviD
Pace 30F 4

MD291-5 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order t
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniun
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governme
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercid
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whos
operational life is expected to last beyond the life oktivplus plutonium
disposition program.

MD291-6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of t
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium g
afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FF1
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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MD291

MD291-7 Cost

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding funding
responsibility for weapons-grade plutonium disposition and cleanup, angl
opposition to the MOX approach. Funding for the U.S. surplus plutonium
disposition program is allocated annually by Congress, which is committedl
to the goals and objectives of the program. However, funding policies arg
beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the thregt
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timel
manner. To accomplish this goal, DOE has identified as its preferred alternatiye
the hybrid approach. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication
provides the United States important insurance against potentigl
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s exces
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to th
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium ag
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult tg
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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United States
Department Comment Form
of Energy
NAME: (Optional) (/m//i’ 74117 5& /¢
ADDRESS: 2437 [ (lne £t mtae [P s 329072
TELEFHONE: (423)_ 28F =Y /2~

ORD11

ORD11-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach td
surplus plutonium disposition. The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition
program is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwidg
by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an
environmentally safe and timely manner. Converting the surplus plutoniun
into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors is an effective
way to accomplish this. To this end, surplus plutonium would be subject td
stringent control, and the MOX facility would be built and operated subject
to the following strict conditions: construction would take place at a securg

DOE site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would bé¢

limited exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX
facility would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorizé
only the participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus
plutonium, and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with
no reprocessing.

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuin
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithe
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunit
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. Decisiong
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input.
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SpuURGEON, Nick
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My name is Nick Spurgeon and | live in Portland, Oregon,
and I'm leaving a comment about the Hanford nuclear plant
and the proposed plans to use the plutonium from warheads
for nuclear energy. | think that's insanity. | think the
Department of Energy should put its energy into exploring
alternative energy sources like solar. Stop spending our
money on poison that’s going to kill us. I'm really sick of it
and I'm really disgusted with it. Thank you.

PD038-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach an
support of alternative energy sources. Use of MOX fuel in domestic
commercial reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize the commerci
nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is {
safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fu
Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified Q
DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible 3
unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity (
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors
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Tracy, Nancy Lou
Pace 1oF 1

Mugust 18, 1998

Bill Richardson
Secrezary of Enargy

100 Independence Ave.
Washingtan, B.C. 20585

Near Secretary Richardson,

IEis evening cuncerned citirens meet with DOE officials te discuss
des:rupticn of our nation's surplus weapons plutonium. If the object
we seck 15 to destroy this deadiiest of all nuclear elements, we'll
turn i into glass. We need Lo be clear that we have the same ob-
jective in mird, The cheices under discvssion do not bear this out.

The one; to immobilize our entire supply into glass logs. The
othiecs Lo put 2/3s of this plutonium into MOX Fue! for commercial
nuclear reacters, a dangerous breach in separation of military wea-
pous prodycticn and commercial reactors.

The VOX option is little more than a transit system for moving plu-
rorium - with all of its attendant risks to workers and the public -
10CY of plutonium into MOX fuel, 397 plutonium remaining as waste,

1% destroyed.

3Jecauie MOX appcars ts be the DOE's choice, it seems Lhat destructlion
of plutoniom is net its abjective. Tt is hard to understand the
13"y continued advocacy for nuclear power with its nightmare history
of accidents. In & 5-cliyarea arcund the Pilgrim nuclear power
plant in Mass., following a silent, invisible accidental release of
radioactive gases, the luksmia rate among children is % times the
saticnal average. To throw a load of plutenium inte the fuel of
commercial reactors and hope f[or suvame kind of safe retrieval of the
99% remaining 1s insanity.

If MOX is to be used as a means of stockpiling plutenium for future

weapens production, shouald the case be made thar preparing for war
is the best means for insuring a lasting peace, then that is what we
hould be cal4ing aboul.

Why does the DOZ continue its single-minded advocacy of nqclq?r

power wirth its accident-prone histery and legacy of overfilieéd, leak-
inz, cxplesive-hor waste sites of which Hanford is a prime example?
TL's .ime we stopped messing up lives of future generatious.

I have a dream that one day in my lifetime the USDCE will advocate

for safe, clean, cfficients alternative emergy saurces. What a
joyous wse of cur tax dellars thal will be!

v
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FD203-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOH
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing bof
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approa
by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. Consisten
with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX
facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

FD203-2 MOX Approach

The DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to nuclear power. Th
goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat o
nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplug
plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely mannel.
Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic,
commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. The objective of
reactor irradiation is plutonium disposition, not power generation. Section 4.28
was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of operating
Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use the MOX fue|.

JusWwaIvIS 10BdWw] elus@uoinug [eti4 uénisodsm wrfioinjd snjdins

FD203-3 DOE Policy

The purpose of the MOX approach is to convert surplus plutonium to a forni
that meets the Spent Fuel Standard, thereby providing evidence of irreversibje
disarmament and setting a model for proliferation resistance. The Spent Fugl
Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplug
weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons
use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spet
nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.
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Tracy, Nancy Lou
Pace 10F 3

The U.S. Department of Energy needs to hear you voice NOW!
What do you think about a neaw era of nuclear proliferation?

Hanford Action of Oregon will torward this questionnaire to USDOE. Piease circle your responses.

1. Should clean-up be the sole mission at Hanford?
Yes No

2. Should the United States go maintain is | ing poticy ing the use of weapons
plutonium to fuel civilian nuclear reactors?
Yes No

3. Sheuld commercial nuclear reactors be allowed 1o run on MOX fuel containing weapons-grade
plutcnium?
Yes / No

3a. Should they be subsidized with tax dotlars todo so?
Yes

4. Which alternative would you prefer to see the U.S. Departmnent of Energy pursue:
Immobitizati of in glass logs or in cannisters for antombment)
OR -
The MOX pian iprocessing plutonium into fuel for use in civilian nuclear reactors).

5. How concemned are you about the ransportation of plutonium through the Nonthwest 1o Hanford?
Not concemed Slightly C Very Cor

P iurn MOX fusel through the Northw anford?
Very C

7. Should MOX fuel be used o restart the Fast Flux Text Facility (FFTF). a risky liquid-metal reactor

at Hanford, to produce tritil nuclear bombs?
Yes
Name 274
Address ) - T 47533

PhoneS03- b ~p t 40 email T

6. How d are you about
Not concemed Slightty C:

" Please return to Hanford Action of Oregon by September 10, 1998.

Hanford Action of Oregon
256NW 23rd PL 4406 teh (0205924 taxi($03)TI60097 et hanmie@aolcom

With wher L hawe +wice rend 15 a 460 biilion rice
for cleaning wp Hunfrd - Wz mubk G4k 0 wWikh anljw A heve

12%8

ovmmmkmiru\ e odds oF compleke success. TThese businkosts whiieh Wank

MD298-1 DOE Policy

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curreng
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD298-2
U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the

Nonproliferation

commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent

nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic

commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemigal

separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissiof
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with

the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was

produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with ghe

U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the dispositior
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

MD298-3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order t
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniuf
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
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Tracy, Nancy Lou
Pace 20F 4
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displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, ther
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governme
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercig
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whoq
operational life is expected to last beyond the life obthplus plutonium
disposition program.

iEoin|d snj

=

MD298-4 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuin
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithe
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunit
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. The remaining 17 t (19 tons) g
the surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication into

MOX fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved
in purifying those plutonium materials. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is no
analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium is analyzed.
Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium to be dispositioned,

some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX fuel fabrication may

also need to be immobilized. The incremental impacts that would be associat¢d
with a small shift in materials throughput are discussed in Section 4.30.

Juailiayels 1oedul) jeiddwudiAtig (a4 uonisodsiEP uin

MD298-5 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercig
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routess
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and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans 3
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of wastg
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofitta¢ Waste

Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managin?
e

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Was
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’S
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specif
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classifi
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provide
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation(SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.

MD298-6 DOE Policy
As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of {

proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as

afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FF]
would not play arole in producing tritium.
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MD298-7 DOE Policy

As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used in th
construction and operation of proposed surplus plutonium dispositior
facilities at Hanford. In addition, there would be no discharges of contaminate
wastewater to the Columbia River. Therefore, no impacts on the Columbi
River would be expected.

twniudinig4 snjdins

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD298-1.

JUBWAE)S JordW] [BJUSWUOIAUT [eul] uonisodsig




T6V—¢€
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river from Hanford and | strongly object to the Department of

Energy trying to produce fuel or anything else at Hanford and
would like to see it cleaned up and nothing more done there. It
destroyed our river and the environment around here and | am
very much opposed to any further use of Hanford for any
production of fuel. Please, just clean up the mess that is therg
leave it alone. Thank you.

Hi. My name is Lee Ann Ward and | live in Portland, Oregon, dpwn

S
vary,

and

PD037-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the propose
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that
Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanug
mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideratid
in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to considd
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that areg
compatible with the Hanford mission.
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United States
Department
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Comment Form
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MD164-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOl

has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing bof
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approa
by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for|
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

The surplus plutonium disposition program is limited exclusively to
U.S. surplus plutonium and not to foreign plutonium. Transportation impacts
of the MOX approach are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume | and Appendix L
As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidentd
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expecteg
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based or]
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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W ARNER, MONA
Pace 1oF 1

Yes, hello my name is Mona Warner. I'm calling from Oreg
and | would like to express my opposition to the MOX pla
to use fuel for making energy. | really feel very strongly th
this is a bad idea. It's a lot, it will cost a lot more, the
disposition is close, it's a lot slower and it possesses a n
greater possibility of proliferation of nuclear power and |
really would like to encourage anyone who is in any posit
to stop the idea of the generation of this fuel. And | think
we should have it in storage and put it away until we can
figure it out, figure out what to do with it safely and so tha
it is not helping proliferate nuclear, what could be eventug
nuclear war, who knows. But | would like and, and | would

ally

like to express that feeling. Thank you very much. Good
bye.

PD048-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Th
use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order t
produce energy. Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is to safely g
securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standar
The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is t
make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattract
for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium tha
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.

Alternatives

The MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would b
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively td
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. Fo
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating

reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiatiof

would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing. By working in paralle

with Russia to reduce stockpiles of excess plutonium, the United States cgn

reduce the chance that weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into t
hands of terrorists or rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms reducti
will never be reversed. Converting the surplus plutonium to more
proliferation-resistant forms allows a lesser, albeit still high degree of custodig
care than maintaining facilities for the material in its current form. Decisiond
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmentd
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input.
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¥ Department Comment Form
of Energy
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MD160-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has and will continue to work toward the goal of presenting technica
information, in writing or verbally, in readily understandable language and
avoid the use of jargon (technical slang). Specifically, the aim is to provide
information at a high school comprehension level. Because the dispositio
of surplus plutonium is a technically complex program, DOE must use som
scientific and technical terms in order to accurately describe how DOE proposg
to dispose of surplus plutonium, and the environmental effects of taking
those actions.

180dsSIg] Wwniuoinjd snjding

MD160-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For all public hearings, DOE placed ads in large-circulation newspapers i
the hearing areas and provided public service announcements for ar¢
commercial and public radio stations. Notification was also provided by,
means of mailing lists, Web site announcements, and bulletin boards at ea¢:
DOE site. Individual notices were also mailed to over 5,000 members of th§
public who had expressed an interest in the program.

SUILDIIALT [eulH UoI]

e,

i

dw|

MD160-3 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach ang
transportation of MOX fuel. Surplus plutonium would be shipped from

Russia to the United States as a result of the alternatives being evaluated
this SPD EIS. Transportation would be required for both the immaobilization
and MOX approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation o
special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST
SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguarfls
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargp
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements fg
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EI$.
As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidentd
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.
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DOE is committed to waste minimization and pollution prevention and is
doing everything in its power to limit the amount of waste that would be
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generated during this process. As described in Section 2.18.3, the potentjal
impacts of waste generation and emissions due to the MOX approach are
expected to be minor.

MD160-4 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s preference forimmobilization in glas
at the site where itis currently located. This EIS evaluates the environmenta
impacts of immobilization in ceramic and glass at Hanford and SRS. Th
option of immobilization was considered in tBtorage and Disposition
PEIS but only Hanford and SRS were chosen in the ROD because thege
sites have, or are scheduled to have, the infrastructure to provide the neeqed
HLW or cesium radiation barrier to make the immobilized plutonium meet thg
Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and
modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium ap
inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growjng
guantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.

o

1%

MD160-5 Alternatives

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 authorizes DOE to establish standards t
protect health or minimize dangers to life. Radiation protection standards a
based on controlling radioactive releases to ALARA levels in recognition of
the potential risk of radiation exposure. The extremely small cancer risk
presented in this SPD EIS are a direct result of the small quantities of materi
(e.g., plutonium) expected to be released from the proposed facilitied
Calculation of these cancer risks is based on methodologies presented
Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of lonizing Radiation
BEIRV (1990).
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Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
PORTLAND BRANCH
1819 NW Fvereti, Portland, OR 97209
(503) 224-519¢

CO-CHAIRS

Bartara orgosn August 18, 1998

SECALTARY
Olivia Watt

RE: Surplus Plutonium Disposal

WILPF
International Office
Cantre international
1 rue de Versmbé

1211 Genava 26
Switzerland
41-22-733-81-T5

fax: 41-22-740-10-83

CORAESPONDING I'm speaking as co—chair of WILPF (Women's Internatioinal League for

Sﬁffﬂ;?.:u Peace and Freedom). Our ROI (Region of Influence) iricludes more than 42
National Sections around the world. 1 believe that 1 can represent the

TREASURER position of our members as against the use of plutonium for the production

Anne Hctaughiin of energy, for weapons or any other active use. We insist that the only
proper future for plutonium is comtainment in a permanently unuseable form

WiLPF such as vitrification.

MNatisnal Office

e, et Re-ordering the U.S. Federal budget has long been a priority of U.S.WILPF.

19107-1681 WILPF has developed a “Woman's Budget” i the past and an updated

f21§-25:i53:57; 10 version is currently being prepared. It is my view that Longsuffering

WT‘;@WW org Citizen Funders are not interested in secing their tax assessments used to

www._witf_org further the goals of Maximally Enriched Institutions whose demands

wieer for federal dollars encourage the use of this dangerons substance in yet to

Unitea Nations office be designed (at governmen: expense) facilities. To continue to bill us for the

Falisity Hil nisky transport of plutonium and its proposed by-products (such as MOX)

777 UN Plaza back and forth across the country; to continue to impose on us the cost of

Si‘;ll’g‘i,!‘é; oery the deating with the resuliing waste; and to add te the wealth of corporate

fax; 212-285-8211 vultures at our expense is beyend reason. Our NOI {Notice of Intent) is that

wiiglunGige. 2pe.org we will gather all the rcsources within our ROI to demand that weapons

witp plutonium be properly and permanently disposed of . . . at Hanford, in the

Legislative Office northwest and anywhere clse in the U.S.

Gillian Gilhoo!

130 Marpiana Ave NE Barbara Drageaux, co-chair

Washington DC 20002 WILPF: Portland Branch

202-543-2660 4811 NE 31

Tax: 202-544-9812

i, Pordumd OR o7z

ORDO08-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages (
implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provide
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, i
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination t
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a mann
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

&
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Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of specia
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguarg
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned carg
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements fg
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD ElI
in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix L.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tq
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified

NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniun]
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger 4
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.

=
o

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based or]
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

.
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MDO005

MDO005-1 Purpose and Need

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new missions at Hanforg.
DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curreng
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad

taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn

disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.
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Dear Email submission. Sept. 15 11:30 pm PDT. lwasin
attendance at the Portland, Oregon, public meeting on th
SPD EIS, although | did not speak at that meeting. | ask
the following be considered as my comment on the subje

| am opposed to a policy of Mixed Oxide Fuels processing
this is an expensive non-solution to the problem of nucle
waste. MOX is perpetrated primarily by those who will

WD022-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOl
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing bof
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approa
by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for|
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make

et ueiisodsry wnfioinid snjdins

profit economically from it. 1 technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. E

S
In the long run, it will be far more more expensive in dollarg Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS g
and ultimate human misery than declaring Plutonium a waste contains environmental impact data and does not address the cost§
and diligently setting the good example of entombing it with associated with the various alternatives. A separate r€ositAnalysis in 2
reliable oversight. Itis now well known that MOX programs Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Dispositiof

will result in a large net increase in nuclear waste, and wil

a g | ! (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the cost and schedule estimats
encourage similar practices worldwide by people even less

for each alternative, was made available around the same time as t

2oL

well prepared than ourselves to attempt such folly.

Also | do not want to allow anything but active waste clean-

up to occur at the Hanford, Washington site. Hanford,
though over 120 miles distant from the 3 million people in
the Portland metro area, will be a real threat to long term
livability in our beloved region unless a competent clean
program is conceived, adhered to, and fully carried out.
someone who has observed and followed events at Han
for over fifteen years, | say “Yes, the pro-nuclear zealots
have backed off a bit, but they still desire to make their

Up
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fortunes in the same misguided way; by devising ever mgre

elaborate and unworkable schemes to make use of an
inherently dirty and dangerous power source that is ever

now only barely understood because it's real damage is

SPD Draft EIS. This report and tReitonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution DocuniB@QE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors. Spent fuel at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to charjge
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fractiop
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based or]
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

.
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done over TIME, something that humans cannot buy, maKke,
or ultimately control.”

2
Please have the foresight to realize, the solution to high level
waste is clean-up, vitrification, or some other carefully
controlled entombment, and the active persuasion of other
countries to do the same.

Thank you.
Brad Yazzolino
Portland, Oregon

WD022-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition for siting the proposed

surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that
Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanug
mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideratid
in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to considd
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that areg
compatible with the Hanford mission.
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